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PREFACE 


This study has been conducted on behalf of the 
Minister of Transport and administered through the Canadian 
Transport Commission. It resulted from a request by the 
Chairman of the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto to 
undertake an assessment of the potential of providing new 
commuter rail services over existing railroad rights-of-way 


within Metropolitan Toronto. 


Since neither the Metropolitan Corporation nor 
the Federal Government are directly involved in providing 
commuter rail services at the present time, no attempt was 
made to recommend priorities or policy. The major purpose 
was to provide information that would be acceptable as the 
basis for negotiations by the various government agencies 
and organizations, including the railways, that might be 


involved in the provision of new services. 


The active participation of these agencies was 
requested and obtained throughout the conduct of the study. 
Presumably, the information presented within this report 
will also be useful in assisting the Ministry of Transport 


to assess possible federal involvement in urban transportation. 


The project was under the direction of Richard M. 
Soberman. Douglas P. Floyd was Assistant Director and had 
major responsibility for coordinating the activities of the 
various cooperating organizations and agencies as well as 


most of the technical analysis. 
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The study would not have been possible without 
the support of senior officials of both railways, various 
municipal and provincial government agencies and the Toronto 
Transit Commission. In this regard, the assistance of 
Dr. R. A. Bandeen and subsequently Mr. W. D. Piggott, Vice- 
President, Great Lakes Region, CN, Mr. L. R. Smith, Vice- 
President, Eastern Region, CP and Messrs. W. Bidell and 
W. Wronski, Co-Chairmen of the Joint Technical Transportation 


Planning Committee, is gratefully acknowledged. 


Though many individuals contributed information and 
in some cases drafted parts of the final report, major 
responsibilities were ably performed by Tom Parkinson of the 
Canadian Transport Commission, Jack Sutton of CN, Louis 
Riopel and Doug Walkington of CP, Ven Chi Ma of the Ontario 
Ministry of Transportation and Communications, Stan Lawrence 
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the Metropolitan Chairman's office. 
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SUMMARY 


This study was conducted on behalf of the 
Minister of Transport at the request of the Chairman of 
the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto. At the present 
time, the Federal Government is not directly involved in 
providing commuter rail services except through subsidies 
paid for inter-city passenger trains which do provide some 
limited commuter service. As a result, in lieu of 
recommendations, the major objective has been to provide a 
credible information base for negotiations among the 
government agencies and organizations that would be involved 
in the provision of new commuter rail services in the 
Metropolitan Toronto area. To assist in developing this 
information base and to facilitate implementation in the 
event decisions are taken to introduce new services, 
provincial and municipal government agencies as well as 
both railways actively participated in the conduct of the 
study by undertaking specific tasks and commitments to 


provide information. 


A number of considerations affect the suitability 
of existing railroad lines for commuter rail services. 
These include the physical characteristics of the lines, 
their use by other rail traffic, and the extent to which 
improved transportation along these routes is consistent 


with local and regional planning objectives. 


A preliminary analysis of these considerations for 
eight possible railway lines led to more detailed study in 
the case of four, namely the CP lines to Malvern and 


Streetsville and the CN lines to Georgetown and Richmond Hill 
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as shown in Figure 1. All four terminate at Union Station 
in downtown Toronto where existing GO Transit services and 
TTC subway facilities are also concentrated. The two CP 
lines offer the additional possibility of an alternative 


downtown terminal at the CP North Toronto station. 


In assessing the viability of these four lines, 
two of the most important considerations are the potential 
market and costs associated with each. The demand analysis 
indicates that in the short term, volume potentials are 
highest on the Georgetown route (comparable in magnitude 
to patronage on existing GO Transit services), and on the 
Richmond Hill and Malvern routes, making them all suitable 
candidates for limited services during peak periods. With 
the planned growth to the east of Toronto, volume potential 
on the Malvern route eventually surpasses that of Richmond 
Hill. Over the long term, therefore, both the Malvern and 
Georgetown routes appear attractive for full schedule 
services. The Streetsville route, while lowest in volume 
potential during the early years, does offer significant 
relief from the already congested GO Transit Lakeshore West 
route. The relevant demand information for comparing these 


various lines is provided in Figures 12 to 15 of Chapter 4. 


Cost estimates for providing a range of service 
frequency on each line are developed in Chapter 5. What the 
cost analysis shows is that some peak period service is 
possible by rescheduling normal freight traffic and fleeting 
commuter trains so as to minimize the need for plant improve- 
ments and associated capital costs. However, increasing 
schedule frequency in a manner which extends the peak period 
and provides off-peak service results in the need for major 


plant improvements and correspondingly high capital investment. 
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Combining the cost and demand information, the 
analysis indicates that depending upon the specific line 
and service frequency, new commuter rail services can be 
provided at operating deficits ranging from 26 to 84¢ per 
trip and totalydeficits of191 500 yto.62429 perrtnipowhen 


all capital costs are included and amortized. 


Of the four services considered in detail, a 
decision has already been made by the Provincial Government 
to provide limited peak period service on the Georgetown 
route. For the remaining services, requirements for 
capital investments to initiate new services would be 
lowest on the Richmond Hill line. A two train peak period 
service capable of accommodating almost 3,800 seated 
passengers daily along the 21 mile route could be provided 
for a total capital investment of approximately $7.1 million. 
Providing a third train and an additional 1,900 daily 
seats would increase total capital investment to $11.4 
million. Other individual services range in their require- 
ments for capital investment to as much as $64 million for a 
full schedule service along the 36 mile route between 
Streetsville and Malvern providing 15,000 daily seats during 
peak periods. Implementation time would range from 18 months 
in the case of the Richmond Hill limited service to a maximum 


of 3 years for some of the full service alternatives. 


The major findings of the study together with 
conclusions are summarized in Chapter 6. A few of the more 


important conclusions include the following: 


Ls It is technically feasible to provide a range 
of commuter rail services on each of the four 
lines analyzed. For limited peak period 


services, operating deficits are reasonable in 
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relation to other rail services presently 


offered within the metropolitan area. 


Limited peak period services are more cost 
effective than full services due to the poor 
utilization of commuter rail services in off- 
peak periods. A quantum jump in capital costs 
is experienced through the introduction of 
extended peak period and off-peak services. 
Data supporting this conclusion are shown in 
Tables 6.1 and 6.2 and in Figures 19 and 20 of 
Chapter 6. 


Decisions on new investment in commuter rail 
services should not be made in isolation of 
other possibilities for improving the trans- 
portation system. Plans for new commuter rail 
services should be made within the context of 
a comprehensive review of the region's total 


transportation requirements. 


The Richmond Hill line offers considerable 
potential for peak period service at minimum total 
capital investment. This is largely due to the 
relatively low volume of freight traffic, the high 
quality of the existing plant facility, and the 
absence of alternative public transportation in 


the corridor served by this line. 
Limited peak period service on the Malvern line 


also appears to be desirable from the point of 


view of traffic potential. With the planned 
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growth to the east, full schedule service 

may be justified in the future. In addition, 
because of the potential which this line 
offers for serving traffic demand generated by 
the new airport and associated development, it 
may be of special interest to the Federal 


Government. 


The potential of the Georgetown route for full 
schedule service is the greatest of the four 
lines under consideration, as evidenced by the 
decision to introduce limited peak period 
service in;the near«future: o-Experience obtained 
in operating the limited service will be useful 
in assessing the full schedule potential of this 


line. 


Substantial economies may be achieved through 

the integration of services on the various lines 
under consideration. Such economies would result 
from improved utilization of rolling stock, 
particularly on the Malvern-Georgetown combination, 
and centralization of equipment maintenance 


facilities. 


The new Metro Centre development in the Union 
Station area presents certain capacity problems 

for all commuter rail services using this terminal. 
However, once improvements are made to accommodate 
limited increases in commuter traffic, the terminal 
should be capable of handling a large variety of 


services without additional capacity requirements. 
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METROPOLITAN TORONTO 


Chapter 1 


INTRODUCTION 


This study was initiated at the request of the 
Chairman of the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto and 
has been undertaken for the Federal Minister of Transport 
with the cooperation of the Ministry of Transportation 
and Communications of Ontario, the Toronto Transit 
Commission, the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board, Canadian 


National and Canadian Pacific railways. 


The major objecttve ts to assess the potenttal for 
providing commuter ratl services over extsttng ratlroad 
rights-of-way located wtthin Metropolitan Toronto and its 


tmmedtate environs. 


There have been previous studies of the potential 
use of railway facilities, first, as part of the Metropolitan 
Toronto and Region Transportation Study and subsequently as 
part of the on-going evaluation of GO Transit. Such studies 
have resulted in the introduction of commuter rail service 
along the Lakeshore and recent decisions to inaugurate a new 
GO Transit service to the northwest. The present study 
differs from previous evaluations in as much as more emphasis 
is placed on the potential which commuter rail service affords 
for improving transportation within Metropolitan Toronto. 

Some of the figures used, particularly those relating to costs, 
will of course be more up-to-date than similar figures 


produced several years ago. 
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While the emvhasis in this study is largely 
technical in nature, the major hurdles to be overcome in 
implementing new services concern institutional and 
jurisdictional issues. Clearly, it is technically possible 
to provide commuter services over existing facilities. 
Implementation, however, requires negotiations whereby 
commuter rail services can be provided without unduly pre- 
judicing the commercial operations of the railways, whereby 
unnecessary crew requirements can be relaxed to improve the 
cost competitiveness of commuter rail services, and whereby 
appropriate cost sharing formulae can be developed for the 
various agencies involved. These negotiations may involve 
three levels of government as well as both railways. This 
study attempts to provide an information base acceptable to 


the vartous parttes as the basts for such negottattons. 


In keeping with the principle of providing a 
credible information base for negotiations, the study was 
designed so as to maximize inputs from the various organi- 
zations and agencies that might be involved in providing new 
commuter rail services. Assistance provided in this way from 
the various municipal and provincial government departments 
was coordinated through the Joint Technical Transportation 
Planning Committee, a committee of senior officials represent- 
ing the Provincial Ministry of Transportation and Communica- 
tions, the Toronto Transit Commission, the Metropolitan 
Toronto Planning Board, and the Metropolitan Toronto Roads 
and Traffic Department. Assistance and information was 
obtained from Canadian National and Canadian Pacific railways 
through separate contractual arrangements between each railway 


and the Canadian Transport Commission. 
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In effect, the study team acted as a coordinating 


body with overall responsibility for final analysis and 


integration of information produced by the staff of the 


various cooperating agencies. The flow chart of Figure 2 


indicates the major tasks involved, brief descriptions of 


which are given below: 


Identification of Potential Routes 


This task involved specifying the basic network 
of facilities to be evaluated. Previous studies 
already mentioned, provided a convenient 

starting point for defining the basic network. 
This network was modified through an assessment 
of urban and regional planning goals provided by 
the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board and by 
the Regional Development Branch of the Provincial 
Ministry of Treasury, Economics and Inter- 
governmental Affairs. Comments by Canadian 
National and Canadian Pacific as well as the 
Toronto Transit Commission concerning the general 
suitability of different lines and their com- 
patibility with existing or planned rapid transit 
facilities were also considered. 


Patronage and Revenue Forecasts 


Considerable demand data has already been collected 
in the course of various transportation studies 
within Metropolitan Toronto and the surrounding 
region. These data, and the forecasting models 
subsequently developed, form the basis of patronage 
estimates for each of the rail lines in the network. 


Cost Analysis 


This task involved generating a series of cost 
estimating relationships indicating the capital, 
maintenance and operating costs which would be 
incurred in providing different service frequencies 
and capacities. Several types of rolling stock 
were also considered including equipment now 
employed by GO Transit and double deck cars similar 
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to those operated by Canadian Pacific on their 
Montreal services. Considerable engineering 
and operational analysis was required, the 
cost of which was shared by the Federal 
Government and both railways. 


Evaluation 


The evaluation of potential lines was approached 
from two points of view. First, the various 
lines were compared in terms of their cost 
effectiveness in providing a basic peak period 
service, without consideration of patronage 
estimates. In other words, it was assumed that 
train lengths could be modified to assure full 
Capacity operation during peak periods. 


Second, the lines were compared with respect to 
their performance under full schedule operation 
comparable to the schedules now provided by 

GO Transit along the Lakeshore. Here, the 
economic analysis involved combining forecasts 

of potential patronage and revenue with estimates 
of capital, operating and maintenance costs for 
each segment of the network. 


Conclusions 


The conclusions of the study were designed to 
take the form of commentary on each potential 
line with respect to the financial aspects, the 
contribution toward alleviating the metropolitan 
transportation problem, and the implications for 
regional and local planning objectives. 


No attempt was made to recommend priorities for 
developing commuter rail services. Instead, the 
financial, operational and planning considera- 
tions were assembled for the lines under con- 
sideration to provide a factual basis for decision 
making. 
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The remainder of this report deals with these 
tasks in more detail and provides the relevant information 
on costs, patronage and implications for planning objectives. 
Before turning to these specific tasks however, Chapter 2 
attempts to establish some perspectives within which 
possible new commuter rail services can be viewed by 
describing the overall system of transportation facilities 
in Metropolitan Toronto and by discussing some relevant 
experience with commuter rail operations elsewhere in North 
America. In Chapter 3, the objectives and programs of 
various governmental agencies are briefly discussed as the 
basis for identifying the network of facilities for detailed 
analysis. Estimates of patronage for the routes selected 
are developed and presented in Chapter 4 for a planning period 
beginning in 1972 and ending in 1982. In Chapter 5, the cost 
information provided by both railways is presented in summary 
form for two extremes in the range of possible commuter rail 
services. Cost estimates associated with alternative levels 
of peak period service are then derived from these basic 


data and also presented. 


The final chapter combines the various patronage and 
cost data and assesses each of the potential routes in terms 
of cost effectiveness, subsidy requirements and contribution 
to regional and local planning objectives. Chapter 6 has 
been written as far as possible to stand on its own. An 
understanding of the findings of the study can be obtained 
from this last Chapter without necessarily reading all of 


the preceding material. 
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Chapter 2 


COMMUTER RAIL SERVICE IN CONTEXT 


Introduction 


To many of those concerned with urban trans- 
portation, the existence of railways rights-of-way through 
the core of the central city seems reason enough for 
providing public passenger transportation along these 
routes. This simplistic view should be treated with some 


caution for several reasons. 


First, the existence of railway facilities does not 
necessarily imply their availability for high-frequency 
passenger operations without extremely high cost or without 
considerable disruption to the normal freight operations of 
the railway. High-speed passenger operations require 
different kinds of facilities and signal systems than low- 
speed freight operations. In urban areas, integration of 


the two can often only be achieved at very high cost. 


Second, the line-haul portion of a journey 
represents only one element of the total transportation 
problem. Access to the railway line and interchange with a 
downtown distribution system must also be considered to make 
the total door-to-door journey by commuter rail competitive 
with alternative forms of transportation. This becomes 
increasingly more difficult to accomplish when the distri- 
bution of trip destinations within an urban area is widely 


dispersed. 


Finally, in assessing the value of commuter 
rail facilities it is essential to keep in mind that such 
services constitute only one element of the total trans- 
portation system serving a large metropolitan area. 
Commuter rail services should not be considered in isolation. 
Comprehensive planning requires that the effectiveness of 
such services should be related to the effectiveness of 


alternative investments in transportation infrastructure. 


Clearly, the existence of railway facilities ina 
large growing metropolis represents a capability for carrying 
people which should ultimately be developed. Perhaps the 
only real question is when to develop such services relative 
to other priorities for public transportation improvements. 
If development of rail capabilities is postponed for a 
sufficiently long period, then the question must be raised as 
to whether other technologies might be superimposed on these 


rights-of-way. 


The remainder of this chapter attempts to expand on 
the context within which new commuter rail services should be 
viewed. Some of the relevant background information concern- 
ing growth in Metropolitan Toronto is summarized together 
with information on commuter rail experience in Toronto and 


elsewhere in North America. 
Growth of the Region 
The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto was 


established in 1954, containing then a population of approxi- 


mately 1.27 million persons in an area of 242 square miles. 
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By 1971, this population had grown to 2.1 million persons 
having experienced an overall average growth rate of 
50,000 persons annually. The 1980 population forecast for 


Metropolitan Toronto is estimated to be 2.5 million persons. 


Aside from certain tracts of land located mainly 
in the Borough of Scarborough, very little land is available 
for new development within Metropolitan Toronto. As a 
result, housing is currently at a premium and many persons 
are forced to buy residential property in the adjacent towns 
and townships. Multiple dwelling units, no longer confined 
to downtown areas near public transit facilities, are now 
being located in.the outer fringes of the metropolitan area. 
In addition to a general increase in population density, 
this trend results in a shift in density distribution. 
Residential density is decreasing in the immediate vicinity 
of the central business district, due to the gradual 
redevelopment of land for commercial and institutional uses, 
and increasing in the fringe areas and those areas beyond 


the limits of Metropolitan Toronto. 


Both the City of Toronto and Metropolitan Toronto 
have maintained a policy of promoting a strong central 
business district with respect to business and commercial 
activity. In 1971, for example, there were about 34 million 
sq.ft. of office space within the area bounded by Bloor, 
Jarvis, Front and Simcoe Streets. By 1973, an additional 
4 million sq.ft. of office space is estimated to be on the 
market within this same area. As a result, a definite 
increase in the number of downtown workers is expected. 
Although some residential capacity is planned in connection 
with major downtown redevelopments such as Metro Centre and 


Harbour Square, the majority of these workers will find 
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residential locations in the outer areas of Metropolitan 
toronto, resulting in a greater demand upon the centrally 


oriented transportation facilities. 


The Existing Transportation System 


The locations of major transportation facilities 
that now exist within Metropolitan Toronto are shown in 
Figure 1. The completed portion of the subway system now 
totals 21 miles, with a 5.3 mile extension of the Yonge 
Street route currently scheduled for opening within the next 
two years. A further 6 mile extension of the University 
Avenue line using the right-of-way of the partially completed 
Spadina expressway has also recently been approved. The 
Metropolitan Corporation has also constructed the Gardiner 
Expressway and the Don Valley Parkway and recommended other 
expressways to supplement the service provided by major 
provincial freeways within Metro such as Highway 401 and 
Highway 427. 


In 1962 the provincial government recognized the 
need for a comprehensive assessment of transportation require- 
ments in the Toronto region, and initiated the Metropolitan 
Toronto and Region Transportation Study (MTARTS). Recommenda- 
tions of that study ultimately led to the establishment of the 
Province of Ontario's GO Transit service in May 1967. This 
service extends from Oakville to Pickering through Union 
Station in Toronto, using the Canadian National Oakville and 
Belleville Subdivisions. By the end of 1967, when the system 
was in full service, weekday ridership averaged about 16,000 


persons. Currently, the average weekday ridership is 
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approximately 20,000 and capacity problems are now being 
experienced during peak periods. To keep these figures 

in proper perspective, it should be noted that in 1972, of 
94,000 work trips entering the central business district 
during the morning peak, 70,000 were carried by public 
transit. GO Transit carried 6,700 of these, or approximately 


7.2% of total peak period work trips. 


During the past few years, expansion of Metro's 
transportation system has been delayed for a number of 
reasons including major strikes that have delayed subway 
construction. Since the completion of the Don Valley Parkway 
to Highway 401 in 1967, no other major downtown oriented road 
facilities have been completed. Moreover, public concern 
over continued growth in automobile traffic has raised 
considerable doubt as to the future of new expressway pro- 
posals. As a result of this concern, the Provincial Cabinet 
in June 1971, decided to cancel the now famous Spadina 
Expressway (officially the William R. Allen Expressway), and 


promised more emphasis on public transportation. 


Generally, the gap between travel demand and supply 
in the Toronto region is widening with the result that peak 
period congestion on both transit and road facilities is 
becoming progressively worse. Partial alleviation of this 
problem may be found in the expansion of commuter rail 
facilities. Existing rail lines in the Toronto area radiate 
from the downtown area like the spokes of a half-wheel. Two 
lines in particular, penetrate the Northeast and Northwest 
of Metropolitan Toronto where transit coverage now relies on 


bus services feeding the extremities of the subway system. 
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All the lines continue into the adjacent townships, thereby 
providing potential service to most of the towns which are 
undergoing rapid residential growth. Some indication of 
the provincial government's intention of taking advantage 
of this potential was given when plans were announced in 
October 1971 to introduce a new GO Transit service on the 


CN line between Georgetown and Union Station. 


The concept of utilizing existing railway rights- 
of-way to service centrally oriented trips is, of course, 
not a new one. The 1966 Metropolitan Toronto Transportation 
Plan, for example, recognized the need to integrate rail 
commuter systems with other elements of the public trans- 


portation system. 


The North American Experience with Commuter Rail Operations 


There are approximately 85 commuter rail services 
in North America, as summarized in Table 2.1. These services 
handle from 50,000 to 80,000,000 trips per year and use a 
variety of rolling stock ranging from vintage coaches hauled 
by diesel locomotives to electric multiple-unit bi-level cars. 


Most of them share three common characteristics. 


First, railway facilities are used at relatively 
low cost, either because they have been fully amortized or 
because they are valued at much less than the present day 
cost of acquiring the land, buildings and track structures. 
In other words, relative to the costs of acquiring land and 
constructing entirely new facilities, the capital cost of 


providing passenger capacity on existing railways may be low. 
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Table 2-1 SUMMARY OF NORTH AMERICAN COMMUTER RAIL SERVICES 


Weekday Annual Type of 

City Railway Line Length Trains Passengers Type of Subsidy 

i 1000)1 eration if _any)4 
Chicago Burlington Northern Aurora 38 62 9,726 DBPT - 
Chicago Chicago North Western North 52 ~ 66 
Chicago Chicago North Western North West 90 677 25,046 DBP - 
Chicago Chicago North Western West 35 59 
Chicago Gulf Mobile and Ohio Joliet 37 50 D = 
Chicago Illinois Central Main BS) 
Chicago Illinois Central Blue Island 4 18,785 MB C 
Chicago Illinois Central South Chicago 4 
Chicago Milwaukee Road North bios z 
Chicago Milwaukee Road West 37 93959 Det c 
Chicago Norfolk and Western - 23 100 D - 
Chicago Penn Central Valparaiso Lk 195 D - 
Chicago Rock Island = 46 6,600 DPT Ss 
Chicago South Shore Michigan City 88 2,682 M 3] 
Boston Boston and Maine Lowell 
Boston Boston and Maine Eastern 
Boston Boston and Maine Conard 176 5,556 R (e) 
Boston Boston and Maine Reading 
Boston Boston and Maine Bedford 
Boston Boston and Maine Haverhill 
Boston Boston and Maine Newburyport 
Boston Penn Central New Haven 719 2,600 DR 
Boston Penn Central Albany 4h 6 585 D = 
New York Penn Central /MTA Harlem 
New York Penn cov ednenl Hudson 149 bo 28,000 MD co 
New York Penn Central /MDA New Haven 136 - MDR co 
New York MTA Long Island 322 79,560 MD co 
New York CRRNJ Raritan 61 5,020 DP (ofe) 
New York CRRNJ Bay Head Jct. 57 2,620 D co 
New York Penn Central NYLBRR 67 4,165 ED iC 
New York Penn Central Trenton 58 9,516 ME Cc 
New York Penn Central South Amb oy 9 2,184 ME 6 
liew York Penn Central Princeton 3 - M C 
New York Erie Lackawanna Bergen 87 
New York Irie Lackawanna Pascack 31 
New York Erie Lackawanna Boonton 4é 
New York Erie Lackawanna Morristown 21,598 weet ue 
New York Brie Lackawanna Gladstone 83 
New York Erie Lackawanna Montclair 
Phila. Penn Central Chestnut Hill 12 
Phila. Penn Central Media Wy 
Phila. Penn Central Westchester Wy 
Phila. Penn Central Levittown Pai 
Phila. Penn Central Pauli 20 19,524 ME co 
Phila. Penn Central Managunk 8 
Phila. Penn Central Marcus Hoolk a7 
Phila. Penn Central Wilmington 10 
Phila. Penn Central Parkesburgh 8h 
Phila. Reading Bethlehem 56 
Phila. Reading Norristown 18 
Phila. Reading Chestnut Hill IE): 
Phila. Reading Doyestown 3h 
Phila. Reading Fox Chas 26 
Phila. Reading Pottsville oh 13,419 MRDP co 
Ppila. Reading Lansdale 2h 
Phila. Reading Glenside 12 
Phila. Reading West Trenton 33 
Phila. Reading Hatboro 19 
Phila. Reading Newark - 
Phila. PRSL Seashore 23 104 R co 
Washington Baltimore and Ohio Baltimore 37 8 162 R 2 
Washington Baltimore and Ohio Brunswick 73 8 297 R ee 
Washington Penn Central Baltimore 40 4 195 M = 
Pittsburgh Baltimore and Ohio McKeesport 18 uy 198 R é 
Pittsburgh P and LE Beaver Falls Bi, 2 78 D = 
Detroit Grand Trunk western = 26 4 364 D = 
Detroit Penn Central - 36 2 - DR = 
Cleveland Erie Lackawanna = 66 2 60 D = 
San Fran. Southern Pacific - 47 44 5,825 DB = 
Montreal Canadian National Tunnel LZ 78 7,282 M (0) 
Montreal Canadian National St. Hilaire 21 2 567 D 6) 
Montreal Canadian Pacific lakeshore 40 24 3,891 DBPTR & 
Montreal Canadian Pacific Farnham 43 - 123 D Ss 
Montreal Canadian Pacific Ste. Therese 26 2 81 D Ss 
Toronto CN/GO Transit Lakeshore 42 95 5, 102 DPR co 


Note: 1. All figures are for 1970 with minor exceptions where 1969 data has been used. This table is provided for 

broad comparion purposes and some tolerance should be allowed in patronage figures as methods and accuracy 
of counts varies. 

2. Note that a few listed services include consolidation of trains from other routes. 

3. Key to operation: D - Diesel locomotive hauled coaches; B - Bilevel Equipment; E - Electric locomotive hauled 
coaches; M - Electric multiple units; P - Push pull operation; PT - Part Push Pull operation; R - Rail Diesel Cars 
Note that railroads substitute other equipment at times. 

4. Key to subsidies: C - Capital Subsidies; S - Aid being sought; O - Operating Subsidies. 

5. CRRNJ - Central Railroad of New Jersey, NYLBRR - New York and Long Branch Railroad, 
PRSL - Pennsylvania Reading Seashore Lines, P and LE - Pittsburgh and Lake Erie. 
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However, the cost generally allocated to commuter services, 
even for the use of existing and somewhat aged facilities, 
may still be very high when related to the number of 


passengers actually carried. 


Second, labour productivity is low due to union 
requirements for manning trains with much larger crews than 
are required to operate trains under present day technology. 
These crew requirements often introduce an operating bias to 
run longer trains at infrequent intervals whereas the demand 
may actually be for more frequent service using shorter 


tans. 


Third, depending upon the accounting procedures 
used, almost all of the services summarized in Table 2.1 
involve deficit operations. Some of these deficits or 
subsidies for certain selected services are shown in 
Table 2.2. In Canada, only Montreal has traditionally 
enjoyed commuter rail services provided by the railways. 
Although both services come close to meeting their direct 
costs, under the Canadian Transport Commission's costing 


rules the services do show substantial deficits. 


Historically, commuter traffic was at one time 
profitable and many facilities such as stations and multiple 
track route segments in urban areas were built specifically 
to accommodate commuter traffic. In most cases, however, 
commuter operations were instituted by the railways as an 
afterthought, and one which was secondary to their inter- 
city passenger and freight hauling objectives. As a result, 
much of the infrastructure still in use today is unsuitable 


for performing fast, low cost commuter service. For example, 


noiay of eub, wot at ¥ 
nasds awexo tepist down ‘tte 
danenennis vas punta tly ber 3 


tadiofie . pices soiviee 3 : 


esusbsooxg paisntodos habe 


Tape, 2. 2 


Examples of Commuter Rail Operating Statistics in 


North America (1970)2 


a ed 


Average Average Average Average 


Cost Revenue Revenue Loss or 
Annual Week- per per per Subsidy 
Passen- day Pass. Pass. Passi. per Pass, 
gers 5 trains Mile Mile Trip Trip 
Service (1000's) (¢) (¢) ($) ($) 
Toronto> 
CP Havelock 70 2R 7.4 oe 2.60 1.14 
CN Markham 14 2 25.8 4.2 0.72 3.70, 
CN Guelph LBS 2¢ be 1 Seek Dio Goke D392 
GO Transit 5 LOU 35 9.9 4.5 0.66 0.78 
Montreal 
CN Tunnel ey 2BO 78 7 eal 4.0 0.38 0.29 
CP Lakeshore 3,580 24 8.9 4.6 0.61 0.57 
United States d 
Burlington 
Northern 9,720 62 4.0 ey 5 0.64 0.007 
Chicago 8 
North Western 25,000 L92 3:09 3:09 0..81 none 
Milwaukee 5,960 68S) n/a n/a 0.83 O727 
Rock Island 6,600 63 5, 6 4.4 A ge 0.19 
Boston & Maine 5,560 ZIT 9.0 oo 0.95 0.54 
Reading 13,400 385 n/a n/a 0.61 0.44 
B&O (Wash. D.C.) 459 14R 4.9 5.0 0.85 0.35 
Southern Pacific 5,830 44 4 2.8 0.69 0.34 
Notes:l. Care should be taken in using these comparisons as cost 
allocation procedures differ from one railroad to the next. 

2. Does not include employee or reduced fare travel in all 
cases. 

3. The CP Havelock, CN Markham, and CN Guelph services are classi- 
fied by the Canadian Transport Commission (C.T.C.) as inter- 
city services, but they fulfill a commuter service role due 
to the nature of their operation. Data for these services 
should be treated judiciously; subsidies are paid by the 
Oxh JC. 

4. R denotes self-propelled RDC cars on all or most trains. 

S. LY6o data 

6. Trains which pass through Union Station are counted twice. 

7. For location of services in U.S. see Table 2.1. 

8. Very low maintenance-of-way costs assigned to this service 


result in a negligible loss. 
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signal systems designed for freight and inter-city passenger 
traffic are often unsuitable for high frequency commuter 
service. Low level platforms, designed to accommodate 
freights and long distance trains, result in labour inten- 
Sive loading and unloading. Moreover, traditional 

techniques for ticketing and fare collection are often 
inefficient for the high volume and relatively short distance 


characteristics of commuter rail operations. 


Labour agreements based on inter-city experience 
present particular problems with respect to commuter rail 
operations. As previously mentioned, crew requirements are 
generally excessive in the light of modern technology. In 
addition, work rules designed for long distance services are 
often inadequate to cope with the requirements of "short 
turn-around" services. The net effect is relatively low 
labour productivity which, in times of rapidly increasing 


wages, has led to greater and greater operating deficits. 


Other factors have also contributed to the 
unhealthy financial position of most commuter rail operations. 
Patronage is increasingly concentrated in the two peak 
periods resulting in very poor utilization of rolling stock 
and facilities. As other railway services are discontinued 
or reduced, a larger proportion of the overhead costs are 
allocated to fewer and fewer commuter trains, often resulting 
in a never ending spiral of high costs, poor service and 
reduced patronage. In New York, for example, the Harlem and 
Hudson commuter divisionsof the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority, both operated by the Penn-Central Railroad, have 
moved from a break even operation three years ago to a 


deficit operation in excess of $20 million in 1972. 
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In many cases, services have continued only 
because regulatory agencies would not permit discontinuance. 
In other cases, a renewed interest in commuter rail services 
has been observed where public agencies have been confronted 
with more expensive and possibly less effective highway 
proposals or where public values with respect to noise and 


air pollution provides strong support for transit subsidies. 


The Toronto Experience with Commuter Rail Service 


Canadian National and Canadian Pacific together 
operate ten different rail lines or subdivisions that 
penetrate downtown Toronto. These are shown in Figure 3 


and briefly described below: 


1. CN Oakville Subdivision (to Oakville). Used 
by the GO Transit Lakeshore West service, by 
CN intercity service to Niagara Falls, London 
and Windsor, and by the Toronto Hamilton and 
Buffalo Railway (CP) for service to Buffalo 
with connections to New York City (68 trains 
daily). 


2. CP Galt Subdivision (to Streetsville). No 
passenger services following Canadian Transport 
Commission permission to discontinue the London 
and Windsor service on July 3, 1971. 


3. CN Halton Subdivision (to Georgetown). Inter- 


city passenger service to Stratford, London 
and Sarnia; local service to Guelph (10 trains 
daily). 


4. CP Mactier Subdivision (to Woodbridge). Used 


by the transcontinental train 'The Canadian' 
with no lecal stops (2 trains daily) . 
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5. CN Newmarket Subdivision (to Newmarket). Used 
by the Super Continental to Vancouver (2 trains 
daity) % 

6. CN Bala Subdivision (to Richmond Hill). Used 


by intercity passenger trains to North Bay, 
Cochrane and Kapuskasing (Ontario Northland 
Railway). (2 trains daily). 


7. CN Uxbridge Subdivision (to Markham). Local 


service to Markham and Stouffville (2 trains 
daily). 


8. CP Havelock Subdivision (to Peterborough). 


Local service to Peterborough and Havelock 
(2.trains daily). 


9. CP Belleville Subdivision (to Oshawa). No 
service beyond connections with Peterborough 
line at Agincourt. 


10. CN Kingston Subdivision (to Pickering). Used 
by the GO Transit Lakeshore East Service, and 
by CN intercity service to Kingston, Ottawa and 
Montreal (62 trains daily). 


As noted, only some of the lines actually 
accommodate passenger services and of these, only the GO 
Transit service operated by CN for the Province of Ontario 
can strictly be defined as a commuter service. The 
remaining passenger trains are defined by the Canadian 
Transport Commission as intercity trains, some of which do, 
in fact, provide limited service for commuters. All such 
services, however, lose money and under the terms of the 
National Transportation Act the railways either now receive 
or have requested subsidies of 80% of actual losses from the 


Canadian Transport Commission. 


A brief description of those passenger trains 
which do provide some commuter service is provided below 
together with the description of the GO Transit service. 
Some comparative statistics and characteristics are 
summarized in Table 2.3. The data shown are not strictly 
comparable since passenger estimates are based on extra- 
polations of short counts and many of the costs are for 
different time periods. In some cases also, there are 
differences of opinion between the Canadian Transport 
Commission and the railway as to the manner of allocating 
costs to passenger services. However, the statistics shown 
in Table 2.3 give some indication of the relative performance 
of the existing services for purposes of comparison with 


possible new services. 


Unvon "Station = Guelph (CN). "One round “trip 
is operated each weekday using locomotive 
hauled trains. Following a petition by CN 
for abandonment of the service, the railway 
was ordered by the CTC to replace the older 
non-air-conditioned cars in 1970 with six 
air-conditioned cars containing sixty-four 
seats each. 


Total route length is 48.3 miles and takes 100 
minutes out-bound and 90 minutes in-bound for 
average speeds of 29 mph and 33 mph respectively. 
The portion of the route used primarily by 
commuters lies between Georgetown and Union 
Station, (and more specifically, from Brampton 
to Union), a distance of 29.4 miles requiring 
running times of 66 minutes out-bound and 58 
minutes in-bound for average speeds of 27 mph and 
30 mph. Arrival at Union Station is at 0800 and 
departure at 1725. 


Other intercity trains operate over this route 
but are not scheduled to offer service to 
commuters. Train 658 from Stratford leaves 
Georgetown at 0803, arriving at Union Station at 
0855 and does provide some commuter service. 
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Table 2.3 


Comparison of Rail Passenger Services in the Toronto Area 


Service between Union 
and 


Item Guelph Markham Havelock | Transit 


Year 


Route length (mi.) 
Trains per day 

Seats per day 

Average speed (mph) 
Annual passengers (1000) 
Annual Costs ($1000) 
Annual Revenue ($1000) 
Annual Loss ($1000) 
Annual Subsidy ($1000) 
Avg. loss ($/passenger trip) 


Avg. subsidy ($/passenger trip) 0.78 
Annual subsidy per regular 
commuter (S$) n/a 


Notes: 

1. Weekday, both directions 

2. Based on a two week count in July 

3. Change in equipment ordered by C.T.C. estimated to increase 


costs to $449,000 in’1971°% 
4. Includes equipment depreciation and interest on capital 
investment. GO Transit shows operating costs of $4,970,000. 
5. Federal 
6. Provincial 
n/a Not available 
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With the introduction of the Province of 
Ontario's new GO Transit service to Georgetown, 
anticipated to begin in late 1973, CN's appli- 
cation to discontinue trains 986 and 987 will 
probably be reviewed. The present CTC subsidy 
is approximately $200,000 per year. 


Union Station-Markham (CN). Until the CTC's 
decision on the railway application to dis- 
continue this service, only one trip per day was 
operated in one direction from Union Station to 
Markham. The CTC directive of 31 May, 1971 
ordered the service to be operated in both 
directions and to be extended north to Stouff- 
ville, a distance of 28.6 miles from Union 
Station. A two-car self-propelled unit offers 
180 seats in each direction. This equipment is 
air-conditioned and requires a three-man crew. 
No service is provided on weekends. 


The extended service to Stouffville takes 55 
minutes for an average speed of 31 mph. 

Arrival at Union Station is at 0805 and departure 
at L7208 


Union Station, to Havelock, (CP)irePeaort Donde 
Canadian Pacific application for discontinuance, 
this service consisted of one self-propelled 
unit providing one round trip each day. The 

CTC ordered continuation of the service and the 
addition of a second car, thereby providing 
approximately 180 seats over a distance of 101 
miles. The total trip takes 2 hours and 40 
minutes for an average speed of 38 mph, arriving 
Union Station at 0850 and departing at 1730. 

The inner commuter portion of the service averages 
approximately 33 mph and includes stops at 
Agincourt and Leaside. 


GO Transit. GO Transit is a commuter service 
operated by Canadian National for the Province 
of Ontario. Service, fares and marketing 
policies are determined by the Provincial 
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Government through the Ministry of Transporta- 
tion and Communications GO Transit office. All 
losses on the service are subsidized by the 
Provincial Government which also paid for the 
initial capital costs of track improvement and 
acquisitiron. Of YOlling: stock. 


The service, which was initiated in May 1967, 
following studies by the Metropolitan Toronto 

and Region Transportation Study, was made 

possible partly as a result of Canadian National's 
decision to relocate a new classification yard 
north of Toronto at Maple. As a result, freight 
diverted from the Oakville and Kingston sub- 
divisions released some capacity for passenger 
operations along the Lakeshore. 


On weekdays, 28 trains operate daily in each 
direction between Oakville and Pickering. Two 
of the daily trains bound for Oakville continue 
to Hamilton. On weekends and holidays 17 trains 
are operated in each direction. 


Pickering is 20.9 miles from Union Station and 
Oakville 21.4 miles with typical schedule speeds 
averaging 32 mph. Entirely new equipment was 
specified for the service and purchased by the 
Provincial Government. Coaches contain 94 seats 
and are hauled by 3000 hp. locomotives equipped 
for push-pull operation. Air-conditioned self- 
propelled cars are also available for off-peak 
service. 


By most standards, the service is considered to 

be an outstanding success and is extremely 

popular with the public. Present volume 
substantially exceeds original patronage estimates 
and serious consideration is now being given to 
expanding the capacity of the service. 


As evidenced by the figures shown in Table 2.3, 


those regular passenger trains which do provide some peak 


period service differ almost by an order of magnitude from 


the commuter service offered by GO-Transit in terms of 


service frequency and capacity. Such specially tailored 
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commuter services differ again almost by another order of 
magnitude from rapid transit systems which offer a schedule- 
free service that is characterized by high capacity through- 


out the day and relatively close station spacing. 


Differences between commuter rail and rapid transit 
services are described by the data of Table 2.4 which 
compares GO Transit and TTC subway operations. Some of the 
statistics shown in this table are not strictly comparable. 
For example, contractual arrangements between GO Transit and 
Canadian National include payments for amounts representing 
rental of the capital facilities used. In the case of the 
TTC however, facilities are owned by the Commission or by 
Metropolitan Toronto and are not capitalized as part of the 


annual operating cost. 


Despite’ these qualifications, the data “of 
Table 2.4 do highlight the differences in labour costs 
between a commuter rail anda rapid transit operation. 
Train crew costs per vehicle mile on GO Transit are 2.6 
times greater than on the TTC, reflecting the railway union 
requirements of 3 or 5 men per train as opposed to the 
TTC’ Ss Z=man crews.+ In addition, railway union rules 
require payment on the basis of mileage, whereas TTC crews 
are paid’on an hourly basis. Labour costs for fare 
collection per passenger on GO Transit are also significant 
being 5.4 times greater than on the TTC. In part, this is 
explained by the’ different fare structures since the TTrc 
has a flat fare, whereas GO Transit has incremental fares 


that require ticket checks both entering and leaving the 


1. As a result of labour negotiations in 1972, crew require- 
ments for locomotive hauled trains have been reduced from 
5 to 4 men for GO Transit. The requirement for RDC trains 
remains at 3 men. Note that the ratios derived here would 
change notably if 1972 data were used with associated 
decreased labour costs. 
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system. The TTC also utilizes automatic turnstiles, the 


cost of which is excluded *trom®thisoratic: 


These large ratios demonstrate the real dis- 
tinction between the TTC subway and GO Transit operations. 
The subway is a heavy volume service in which operating 
economies are achieved through heavy capital investment 
in plant. The GO Transit operation is a low to moderate 
volume service that depends on using existing facilities 
which are valued at costs lower than their true present 
day worth. This economical use of existing facilities off- 
sets the lower efficiencies associated with railway operating 


practice. 


There is nevertheless, some overlap between the 
upper limits of capactty possible on a commuter rail 
service and the lower range of patronage actually experienced 
on certain rapid transit lines. In some cases, commuter rail 
service may represent a viable alternative to the construction 
of conventional rapid transit. There are examples in some 
U.S. cities of railroads that have been converted to rapid 
transit operations. Generally, the passenger volumes were 
heavy enough to support the capital costs involved, and the 
financial state of the existing railroad resulted in little 
confrontation with the railroad unions. This situation does 
not exist in Toronto where most of the rail lines under 
consideration for future commuter service are moderately 
well utilized by existing railway freight and passenger 
services for at least a portion of their route, and estimates 
of patronage on the various routes are sufficiently low to 


preclude consideration of rapid transit type operation. 
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Table 2.4 


Comparative Data on TTC Subway 
and GO Transit Operations (1970) 


CE GO 
Item Subway Transit 
Physical Data 
Route Miles 21 42 
Number of Stations 44 2 
Average Station spacing (miles) 0.49 J3eo2 
Average length of ride (miles) as oe 14.6 
Average speed (mph) 19 32 
Number of Passenger Cars 334 63 
Annual Revenue Car-Miles (1000's) 22,700 2,230 
Annual Revenue Car-Miles/Car 68,100 44,900 
Annual Seat-Miles (millions) LL, /00 266 
Annual Passengers (millions) 98.55 Donk 
Financial Data in $1,000 
Total Revenue? 17,200 3,390 
Operating Expenses 21,900 4,970 
Depreciation 3,180 644 
Debt Service 3, LLO 1,760 
Debt Service (Metro) 7 6,530 - 
Total Annual Costs 34,780 Vay od O 
Operating Cost/Revenue 1.28 1.46 
Total Cost/Revenue 202 re he, 
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Tee GO 
Item Subway Transit 


Unit Financial Data “in Cénts 


Revenue per Seat-Mile | Mae 1 A 
Operating Expenses per Seat-Mile A eg. a ae 
Crew Costs per Seat-Mile 9 ae OF OEE be 
Crew Costs per Car-Mile Lae 2 A, 
Fare Collection Costs per Seat-Mile~ oe ie O31 
Fare Collection Costs per Passenger 2.94 Le ao 
Fuel Costs per Car-Mi le” LS ee (fc 
Maintenance Cost: per Car-Mile> 18.8 65.8 
Insurance per Car-Mile Vea 3.47 


Operating Cost Breakdown in % 


Crew 120 9 18.8 

Fare Collection aE BR 16.4 

Fuel 56 4.2 

Vehicle Maintenance ie 8, 37.4 

Insurance Leo Rr, 

Total Operating Labour Pic pe 
Notes: 


1. TTC subway revenue is based on estimates that 60% of the 
passengers transfer from surface transit, in which case 50% 
of their fare is attributed to subway revenue. The average 
revenue on TTC is 24.8¢ per passenger, which accounts for 
cash fares 30¢, ticket fares 25¢, children's fares 8.3¢, and 
two-zone fares 40¢. The above estimate allocates an average 
fare of 17.4¢ to subway rides. This is a very artificial 
breakdown in that the subway is an integral part of the transit 
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system. Without the subway, some surface feeder routes would 
not exist while others would carry passengers for their 
entire journey at a considerably greater expense than on the 
subway. Thus the subway revenue figure fails to truly 
reflect the economic benefit of the subway to the entire 
transit system. Alternate methods of allocating revenue to 
subway operation would give $23.5 million on a single fare 
basis or $33.9 million on the basis of a division of total 
revenue by the ratio of seat miles offered on the subway to 
total system seat miles. In the latter case, the subway 
operating ratio drops to 64.7% and the total cost/revenue 
ratio: torgdio2s . 


Represents servicing the proportion of the Yonge and Bloor 
subway cost provided by Metropolitan Toronto on an identical 
basis to the TTC portion. 


GO figures include auditing; TTC figures do not. 


Go figures are for fuel oil plus tax; TTC figures are for 
electric power. 


On the average, TTC cars are considerably older than GO cars. 


Chapter 3 
IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL ROUTES 


Introduction 


The previous chapter identified 10 railway lines 
that presently penetrate the core of Metropolitan Toronto. 
These lines vary considerably in terms of physical character- 
istics, degree of utilization by other traffic, and general 
Suitability with respect to the location of potential markets 
and possibilities of integration with other elements of the 
total transportation system. Clearly, some rail lines will 
be more serious contenders for new commuter service than 
others and it was therefore important early in the study to 
establish a basic network of facilities to be emphasized in 


the analysis. 


A number of criteria can be used to determine which 
lines should be studied first and which lines should be ex- 
cluded from further consideration. These criteria will vary 
from agency to agency. The railways, for example, tend to 
assign higher priority to lines on which interference with 
existing freight traffic would be minimized. Provincial 
Government agencies may be more concerned with selecting lines 
in terms of their impact on regional planning objectives 
whereas the impact of new services on alleviating transporta- 
tion problems within Metropolitan Toronto may be of greater 
interest at the local level. In arriving at the basic network 
of facilities, the planning goals and associated development 
proposals of all agencies and governmental organizations with 


a bona fide interest in commuter rail services were considered. 


LLéw! near: List ‘amo sxc hla baal s tpeteictciaeinnds 
asdt epivies tedummox wert silat tebnes sian 

o+ ybude off ni yLase Jastxogm ox02exs fal 

fi bas iesdams: od oF selsiLis | ot 


-x%9 oe pee enet a fotdw Bas 
ytsv LLiw sixevixo aeeitt \ noltstebian aso we | 

‘og Bred sfameke 10% “| eyswlisa oct “oemees ot ORS pS moe. 

At tw sonsistxedni dotdw: o Benkl oF vhitoiaq xerpist nptees 
istonivord bos iain tm ed bivow oltisxt anion eniseine 

aonil pridosaise dtiw Ben'teonoo exom od ysm eotons 

eevisvetdo pninnsigq Isacipet ao JoBgmE lea to ees ni 
-sJ1ogqens33 paissivelis nd eeviviss wen to gosqmi. ods ane 

tatse%e Io ed ysm odnoro? asiiLoqorieM aindtiw emec 

ArOwson ohesd ad #8 pnivinss al .tevot saook senna 


one av a8 eekone = to. feet 
"Che sasomen at sees) si on 3 


These goals are summarized in the following section and 
provide the background against which the final commuter rail 
network was selected for study. 


Planning Goals and Development Proposals 


1. The Toronto-Centred Region Concept 


In May, 1970, the Government of Ontario published 
the document Design for Development: The Toronto-Centred Regton 
which provides the basic concept for the comprehensive develop- 
ment of the area within an arc extending 90 miles from Toronto. 
The report was co-ordinated by the Regional Development Branch 
of the Department of Treasury and Economics (now the Ministry 
of Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs). The 
main objectives of this concept, as quoted in the report are 
Ol: 


(i) shape the growth of the Region's metropolitan 
core into a two-tiered urbanized area, 


(ii) encourage growth in selected communities beyond 
easy commuting range of Metropolitan Toronto, 
and thus help to decentralize the Region and 
prevent a swollen growth within and near Metro- 
politan Toronto, 


(iii) set basic guidelines for regional land use. 


These development principles and objectives were 
supported by the earlier Metropolitan Toronto and Region 
Transportation Study (MTARTS) proposals and the public response 
to them. Subsequently, many briefs and submissions were pre- 
sented by the public and a further document, A Status Report 
on the Toronto-Centred Regton was released in August, 1971. 

The purpose of the Status Report was to refine the basic devel- 


opment concept based on public response and institutional 


list xotummoo fei? ont a t 


altayiorey A 


WES att 


oanoqees atta be £ 


an 


changes, in order to provide a sound basis for public and 
private decisions within the framework of a co-ordinated 


set of government objectives. 


At its extremities, the Toronto-Centred Region (TCR) 
encompasses population centres such as, Cobourg, Peterborough, 
Orillia, Midland, Collingwood, Kitchener-Waterloo, Brantford, 
and Hamilton. Within this geographic setting, the Region is 


stratified into three zones as outlined in the TCR report: 


Zone 1. The lakeshore urbanized area is that zone which 
encompasses the Metropolitan core itself, plus 
reasonably adjacent urban settlement. 


Zone 2. The commutershed is that zone beyond the lakeshore 
urbanized area but within easy daily commuting 
range Of employment in Toronto. 


Zone 3. The pertpheral zone is that belt beyond the 
commutershed which is still well within the orbit 
of highly specialized influences of the Metropol- 
itan core. Its economy is tied to the Region's 
core, and it acts as open space and recreation 
territory for the urban population. 


The development concept for the lakeshore urbanized 
area from Bowmanville to Hamilton is a modification of Goals 
Plan II of MTARTS. Zone 1 is expected to accommodate 5.7 
million of the Region's 8 million people by the year 2000. Of 
this number, approximately 3.1 million are expected to be in 
Metropolitan Toronto and its immediate northern fringe, 1.85 
million to the west and 750,000 to the east of Metropolitan 
Toronto. The urban centres in Zone 1 would be arranged in a 
linear urbanized area from Bowmanville to Hamilton, whereby 
the structure would be basically a two-tiered arrangement of 


cities separated by a Parkway Belt system of mainly non-urban 
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uses. This Parkway Belt would be multi-purpose service 
system incorporating transportation, pipeline, electrical 
power, water, and sewer facilities with open space added. 
Further details concerning the refinement of the concept 
for Zone 1 are available in the Status Report mentioned 


above. 


The area of the Toronto-Centred Region plan which 
is of primary concern to this commuter rail study relates 
Mainly to Zone 1 although some rail lines under consideration 
penetrate the southern boundary of Zone 2. The Regional 
Development Branch was requested to comment on priorities for 
the development of commuter rail service within this area on 
the basis of the goals and objectives of the Toronto-Centred 
Region plan. A position paper was produced, dated September 
1971, extracts from which follow and which can be related to 


Figure 4: 


A. General Comments 


Decentralization ts the matn theme. To offset tendencies 
toward excessive concentration of activities and housing 
in Metropolitan Toronto, the plan aims to create several 
viable alternatives to a Toronto location for all but 
highest-order activities. There is no desire to downgrade 
Toronto. On the contrary, it is seen as performing in- 
creasingly specialized regional, provincial and national 
functions. These will be facilitated if the core and its 
approaches are relieved of excessive clutter by lower 
order economic activities and large daily tidal flows of 
people. 


Stmple linearity ts the key. The planned urban structure 
in the southern part of the region comprises a primary 

E-W urban axis, double-tiered, and a relatively minor N-S 
axis. Most centres of concentrated activity and majority 
of future residences will be aligned along or tributary to 
this simple well-connected linear structure. Additional 
centrally-focused corridors and massive inland development 
generally are being discouraged. 
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Handling of vegtonal transit ts eritical. The implica- 
tions for regional transit are favourable but require 
judicious handling: 


a. A high proportion of longer trips in the heavy- 
demand designated corridors must be won to transit, 
by attractive combinations of feeder, line-haul and 
distribution services. 


b. Facilitated by the linear development form, the 
number of distinct regional transit routes and their 
mileage is to be kept to a minimum, for highest 
possible system and market performance within the 
capital and operating resources available. 


c. Transregion trips and reverse commuting should be 
facilitated. Services ideally should not be stub- 
ended in Toronto. 


d. Services should not penetrate Zone 2. 


e. Convergence of services at Toronto Centre is to be 
Minimized or controlled. 


f. Convergence of services at the eventual corridor 
outer terminals is to be actively sought. 


Specific Comments 


CNR Oshawa and Oakville Subdtvtstons. Expansion of the 
existing Lakeshore service would be consistent with the 
development aims of the Toronto-Centred Region Plan, pro- 
vided it is not scheduled for in-bound commuter purposes 
exclusively. Reverse commuting services and express 
business services would assist the kind of developments 
in the corridor outer terminal cities, especially Oshawa, 
which are strategic objectives of the Plan. 


CPR Galt Subdivtstion. This line is to be viewed in two 
sections. West of Streetsville, commuter service is to 

be avoided, for at least three reasons related to the Plan. 
First, the growth of Milton which might be stimulated in 
this way cannot be matched by sewer trunks from the lake 
except at disproportionate public cost. Second, an expanded 
Milton might jeopardize emergence of the key centres of the 
second-tier corridor of cities which are planned to be 
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serviced by sophisticated movement systems in the parkway 
belt (the belt will traverse the region roughly midway 
between Highway 401 and the lakeshore). Third, develop- 
ment pressures on open-space Zone 2 would be increased by 
commuter services laid along its lower edge, rather than 
in the centre of Zone l... 


East of Streetsville, rail service would have no adverse 
development effects, especially if centralizing influences 
are diluted by transfer arrangements at TTC Islington, and 
continuation of service across the region beyond either 
North Toronto (Summerhill) or Union Station. 


CNR Weston and Malton Subdd viedongia- Services should ter- 
minate at Brampton, if not still closer in. Georgetown is 

in TCR Zone 2, where the policy is for restrained develop- 
ment, not least due to excessive sewage disposal cost. 
Brampton is an expensive anomaly in the regional structure, 
and should be merely served, not stimulated. This suggests 

a special form of service whose calculated range of influence 
is short. 


CPR Mactter Subdtviston. Woodbridge marks the northern limit 
of massive urban development permitted under the Plan, and 

it is desired to minimize or eliminate development pressures 
beyond that point. Road service from Woodbridge feeding rail 
transit at Weston would appear to best meet this goal. 


CNR Newmarket Subdtvtston and Bala Subdivision (2 ltnes). 
THe LOCK © Lay wore as far as northerly linkages are con- 
cerned, envisages only a modest suburban development corri- 
dor. This corridor should extend initially no further than 
Newmarket, due to the vulnerability of the catchment drain- 
ing into Cook Bay and Lake Simcoe. 


The suburban corridor function would be well served by 
modest use of either of these CNR lines. There should be 
articulation if possible with the outer end of the Spadina 
or Yonge rapid transit lines. Together with stops in key 
activity areas such as York University, this should help 
offset overcentralizing tendencies. 


1. Subsequent to the position paper and during the course of this 
study, the Ontario Government re-assessed the need for 
commuter services in the north-west corridor and announced 
plans to introduce a limited GO Transit service to Georgetown 
as soon as possible. 
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CNR Uxbridge Subdivision. Service should not extend 
into TCR Zone 2, that is not beyond Markham and 
desirably not beyond Steeles (Millikens) or even 
Agincourt. Weston-type service south of an interchange 
with CPR at Agincourt may be merited for the sake of 
TTC (Warden Subway) and GO Transit connections to a 
larger market of destinations than merely downtown 
LOron te. 


CPR Havetoeck Subalotatonet In terms of its development 
effects, this service is entirely conformable (with the 
TCR-Plan) from Agincourt inwards. East of Agincourt the 
Oshawa Subdivision route via Malvern is more conformable 
with long-range intentions involving the eventual develop- 
ment of a northern tier of south-focused cities, as in the 
western corridor of TCR. 


In summary , the comments received from the Regional 
Planning Branch with respect to the Toronto Centred Region 
plan indicate a preference for services that will not provide 
undue incentives for growth in a northerly direction (parti- 
cularly in the Zone 2 region), and for services which would 
promote a second tier of development in an east-west direction. 
With respect to northern services, improving the accessibility 
of such centres as Barrie would be consistent with overall 
growth objectives if this could be accomplished without at the 
same time improving access to points between Toronto and Barrie. 
In short, as viewed from the perspectives of regional growth, a 
commuter service on the CN line terminating at Richmond Hill 
would be preferable to the CN line passing through Aurora- 
Newmarket. In the west, both the CN line to Brampton and the 
CP line to Streetsville would be encouraged. Development of 
the CP line easterly to Malvern would also be consistent with 


the objectives of the Toronto Centred Region plan, particularly 


1. During the course of this study, the Federal Government 
announced plans to locate a second Toronto area major 
airport north of Pickering. This has raised additional 
possibilities for these lines in terms of serving the area 
to be influenced by the new airport. 
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if a through service were to be run to Streetsville using the 


North Toronto station rather than Union Station. 


2. Ministry of Transportation and Communications 


In addition to the usual responsibilities of a 
provincial highway department, the Ministry of Transportation 
and Communications also sponsors and administers the GO Transit 
commuter rail service described in the previous chapter. The 
goals and objectives of the GO Transit organization are des- 


cribed separately below. 


Plans and programs of the MTC with respect to high- 
ways have obvious relevance to the planning of new commuter 
rail services, largely because of the need to properly integrate 


access facilities and services with station locations. 


The existing network of major highway facilities 
within and immediately adjacent to Metropolitan Toronto is 
shown in Figure 5. Within Metro, the widening of Hwy. 401 and 
Hwy. 27 is now almost complete. Outside of Metropolitan Toronto, 
the Ministry plans to expand the regional highway network as 
shown in Figure 5. Highway 403 and highway 407 combined con- 
stitute part of the Parkway Belt system envisaged by the Toronto 
Centred Region plan. The announcement of a proposed second 
major Toronto airport has naturally raised some questions as 
to ground access and plans for highway development in that area 


are now receiving special consideration. 


3. Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) 


Commuter rail services should not be planned without 


an assessment of their impact on existing transit services and 
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an assessment of the possible integration with existing and 
proposed public transit. In 1971, the TTC carried over 330 
million passengers. The system has been designed specifically 
to feed the core of Toronto with subway routes which follow 
relatively high density corridors. Surface bus routes in 
outlying lower density areas act as feeders to the subway 
system. Existing streetcar routes continue to fulfill an 
intermediate capacity role along major downtown oriented 


routes other than those with subway service. 


Relative to other North American cities, the TTC 
operation is considered to be highly successful both in terms 
of quality of service provided and the ability to maintain 
high use in the face of competition from the automobile. Of 
approximately 3.5 million daily person trips in Metropolitan 
Toronto, about 1.2 million are to and from work. The TTC 
attracts about 35% of these, although for downtown oriented 


work-trips, about 70% are handled by public transit. 


Responding to this role, the TTC has devised a concept 
for future expansion of its system which is incorporated in 
a document released in February 1969, entitled A Concept for 
Integrated Rapid Transit and Commuter Ratl Systems tn Metro- 
politan Toronto. That concept, as shown in Figure 6, includes 
various alignments of inter-connecting subway, intermediate 
rapid transit and commuter rail systems. The plan also indi- 
cates additional services connecting the proposed waterfront 
and Toronto Island development, the Canadian National Exhibi- 
tion, and the Toronto International Airport. Although the 
report stresses that the plan is strictly conceptual and that 
various alignments shown are only schematic, it does emphasize 
that the basic main subway lines are to be given higher 


priority than the intermediate radial and circumferential lines. 
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With reference to the proposed new commuter rail 
lines shown in Figure 6, it should be noted that no detailed 
planning or analysis was carried out prior to the release of 
the TTC Concept. For purposes of this study therefore, the 
suggested integration of new commuter rail lines with the 
rapid transit lines as indicated in the plan is more relevant 


than the actual choice of alignments. 


Are GOP aa isuute 


As mentioned above, GO Transit is the responsibility 
of the Ontario Ministry of Transportation and Communications. 
In the report GO Transtt - Evaluatton and Alternattves for 
Expanston, issued in January 1969, planning objectives were 
defined in terms of three points: 


(i) GO Transit should be planned as part of the overall 
future transportation requirements of the region. 


(ii) This comprehensive transportation plan should be an 
integrated part of an overall development plan for 
the region. 


(iii) Accepting the need for long-term planning, considera- 
tion should be given to public transportation modes 
other than those operating on railway-owned rights-of- 
way. 


In the same report some analysis was made of the 
potential expansion of rail commuter operations along the 
various rail lines that exist within the area surrounding 
Toronto. In addition to possible extensions of the Lakeshore 
service, the following routes were considered: 

- Union Station to Georgetown via CN Weston subdivision 
and Halton subdivision 


- Union Station to Newmarket via CN Newmarket subdivision 
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- Union Station to Richmond Hill via CN Bala subdivision 

- Union Station to Stouffville via CN Uxbridge sub- 
division 

- Milton to Islington Subway Station via CP Galt sub- 
division 

- Union Station to Locust Hill via CP Belleville sub- 
Givision. 

Subsequent to that report, the Lakeshore service was 
extended by providing express feeder buses between Oakville 
and Hamilton, and between Pickering and Oshawa, and GO Transit 
bus routes were introduced on routes to the north of Toronto, 
as shown in Figure 7. The major northern route provides 10 
minute peak service and hourly off-peak service between New- 
market and Toronto via Highway 11 (Yonge Street). In addition, 
two buses per peak period run between Barrie and Toronto via 
Highway 400. 


During the course of this study, the Ontario Government 
announced plans to implement GO Transit rail service between 
Union Station and Georgetown consisting of three trains per 
peak period. Rolling stock has already been ordered from 
Hawker-Siddley and service is expected to begin in late 1973. 
Most of the cost information shown in Chapter 5 for this line 
formed the basis for negotiations between the Ministry of 


Transportation and Communications and Canadian National. 


5. Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board 


The 28-member Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board is 
principally concerned with the Metropolitan or regional aspects 
of land use, ways of communication, sanitation, greenbelt and 
park areas and public transportation. The problems it attempts 
to resolve are primarily those associated with the urban core 
of the region for which Metropolitan Toronto is responsible to 


its member municipalities. 
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In December 1966, the Board published for the 
Metropolitan Toronto Council, a document entitled 
Metropolitan Plan for the Metropolitan Toronto Planning 
Area. This was adopted by the Council not as an ‘official 
plan' but as a "Statement of the policy of the Metropolitan 
Corporation for the planning of future Metropolitan works 
and services and as a guide for future development in the 
Metropolitan Toronto Planning area". Basically, the 
Metropolitan Plan embodies certain development aims by out- 
lining the general land use and transportation pattern and 
the distribution of population in the context of defined 
development principles and policies. These factors are 
indicated on the Planning Board's map entitled "Development 
Plan - General Concept", shown in Figure 8, which has been 
taken from Supplement to the Metropolitan Plan, 1966. One 
of the transportation objectives listed in this Supplement 


was stated as follows: 


To provide for and ensure the effective inte- 
gration of rail commuter system to connect 
outlying urban development and the areas 
beyond the Planning Area to the rapid transit 
system and to the central business district. 


6. Canadian National Railways (CN) 


The major change to the CN Toronto system in recent 
years involved the relocation of their freight classification 
yard from downtown Toronto to a location in the north-west 
quadrant of Highway 7 and Keele Street just south of Maple. 
The area from which the classification yard was moved is con- 
trolled by the Toronto Terminals Railway (TTR) .? CP Rail 


1. Extracted from Metropolitan Plan. 


2, Toronto Terminals Railway is a company owned jointly by CN 
and CP which controls certain rail facilities within the 
approaches to and within Union Station. 
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also relocated their classification yards with the result 

that there has been a substantial reduction of freight traffic 
on TTR property. These relocations created opportunities for 
redeveloping the old freight yards in downtown Toronto and 
Metro Centre Developments Ltd. was formed by CN and CP to 


manage the redevelopment of the 187 acre site. 


The proposed Metro Centre development calls for a 
multi-purpose residential, commercial, transportation and 
communications complex. The transportation element consists 
of a transportation centre that would integrate subway, bus, 
commuter rail, and inter-city rail facilities. Dedicated 
tracks and platforms could be provided for commuter rail 
services. Since these would be used for commuter services 
only, the allocation of the associated costs would probably 


be directed entirely to the commuter rail sponsors. 


After considerable public discussion and controversy, 
the Metro Centre concept has now been approved by the Ontario 
Municipal Board and plans to initiate the first phase are 
underway. The integration of existing and proposed new commuter 
rail services resulting from the Metro Centre plan is a special 
question which will now have to be treated by the affected 


agencies and organizations. 


7. Canadian: Pacific (CP) 


In addition to their involvement in Metro Centre, 
cP is affected by another development proposed for the area 
currently known as the CP North Toronto Station. This station, 
no longer used for passenger purposes, is located at the inter- 
section of the CP North Toronto subdivision and Yonge Street, 
adjacent to the Summerhill subway station. The residential- 
commercial complex, termed Summerhill Square, is under the 
management of Marathon Realty Company Ltd., an arm of Canadian 


Pacific Investments Ltd. 
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This development presents a unique opportunity to 
provide a second intermodal interface in the downtown area 
of Toronto. If a commuter rail service were to be instituted 
on the North Toronto subdivision, then an interchange facility 
could be incorporated with the Yonge subway line at Summerhill 
Square. Plans are currently being devised which could provide 
the flexibility for future inclusion of a commuter rail station 


within the development. 


8. Federal Ministry of Transport 


As indicated in Chapter 2, the Federal Government 
is indirectly involved in the provision of commuter rail 
services through subsidies paid to the railways for inter-city 
passenger trains that perform limited commuter functions. These 
subsidies are paid by the Canadian Transport Commission under 
subsection 261(4) of the Railway Act which authorizes the CTC 
to pay up to 80% of the certified losses on passenger train 
services. Under this subsection, passenger train services 
between Toronto and Guelph, Stouffville and Peterborough are 
subsidized. The GO Transit rail operation is a contracted 
service and as such is not eligible for subsidy under the 


Railway Act. 


Commuter Services are specifically excluded from 
subsidy, but under subsection 261(9), the CTC may certify any 
actual loss sustained by a commuter service and report to the 
Governor in Council with recommendation to provide assistance 
in respect of such loss. This subsection of the Act has yet 


to be applied to a commuter service in Canada. 


The Federal Government may also become indirectly 


involved in commuter rail services under Section 202 of the 
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Railway Act which provides funding for improvements and grade 
separation at highway-railway crossings from an account known 
as "The Railway Grade Crossing Fund". The funds currently 
available are limited and only a small proportion of applica- 
tions receive assistance. Existing legislation limits the 
contribution per grade crossing to 60% of the cost or $300,000, 
whichever is lesser, for a new grade separation, or the lesser 
of 30% of the cost or $150,000 for an improvement of recon- 
struction of a grade separation. Funding is not applicable to 


major relocations of railway lines. 


Revised legislation is pending! which will increase 
the available funds and the allowable amount per project, and 
permit contributions towards major railway line relocations. 
The introduction of commuter services on Toronto railway lines 
could require improvements to or new grade separations which 
would be eligible for funds under this section of the Act. 
However, such improvements would of course, be in competition 


with other applications from all across Canada. 


One of the major Federal Government programs that 
does directly affect consideration of commuter rail services 
concerns the proposed second Toronto Airport (announced sub- 
sequent to the start of this study). The CP Havelock subdi- 
vision passes through the centre of the proposed site and the 
CN Uxbridge subdivision to Markham and Stouffville is rela- 
tively close to the new site, thereby making both lines can- 


didates for ground access to the airport.” However, proposals 


1. The Minister of Transport and the Minister of State for 
Urban Affairs announced some of the details of the proposed 
legislation in a joint press release dated 10 October 1971. 


2. Because this study was well under way when the airport 
announcement was made, airport access was not considered 
among the criteria used to choose lines for detailed 
analysis, as outlined in the following section. 
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concerning the use of either line should consider the special 
requirements for airport access such as non-stop service, 


baggage handling, and en route check-in facilities. 


Even though the characteristics of airport access 
services and commuter rail services differ somewhat, it is 
quite possible that the requirements for both types of ser- 
vices may be complementary, each enforcing the feasibility 
of the other. In any case, the question of ground access to 
the new airport, both by highway and public transit, is now 
under study by a joint Federal-Provincial study team. The 
information provided in this report on the cost of providing 
commuter rail service on the CP main line should contribute 
substantially toward an assessment of the potential of this 


line for airport access as well. 


Selection of the Basic Network 


Chapter 2 identified ten railway lines which pene- 
trate the downtown area of Toronto as shown in Figure 3 and 
on a larger scale, in Figure 9. Of these, two are already 
used for the GO Transit Lakeshore commuter service. Conse- 
quently, preliminary assessment was made of the remaining 
eight lines based on the previous studies by MTARTS and GO 
Transit and on the planning factors outlined in the previous 
section. On the basis of this preliminarv assessment, four 
of the eight lines were considered to have greater potential 
and these were selected for more detailed analysis. The four 
remaining lines, namely the CN Newmarket, CN Uxbridge, CP 
Havelock and CP Mactier which were omitted from further study, 


are described briefly below. 
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TORONTO COMMUTER RAIL STUDY 


FIG. 9 METRO TORONTO RAILWAY AND TRANSIT ROUTES 
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CN Newmarket Subdivision - This line follows a northerly 
direction from Toronto and passes through the towns of 
Maple, King, Aurora and Newmarket. From a regional 
planning point of view, this line penetrates well into 

Zone 2 of the Toronto Centred Region. Based on the region- 
al planning criteria outlined in the previous section, 
frequent commuter service along this route would produce 
development pressures which are inconsistent with the 
guidelines for development in Zone 2. 


With respect to local planning considerations, 
this line is parallel to and about one mile west of the 
proposed Spadina subway line in Metropolitan Toronto. The 
basic purpose of the Spadina subway route is to tap the 
residential areas in the north-westerly section of Metro- 
politan Toronto and to feed directly into the downtown 
subway routes. Commuter rail service on this line would 
therefore duplicate the function of the proposed new 
Subway line. 


In addition, there are significant physical limit- 
ations on this line. It is unsignalized and consists of 
a Single track on a narrow right-of-way. The concentra- 
tion of industry south of Highway 401 generates numerous 
switching movements which place severe limitations on 
providing additional line capacity. Frequent commuter 
service would require widening of the right-of-way and 
relocation of industry or the construction of an elevated 
rail line for the exclusive use of such a service. This 
could only be accomplished at considerable expense. At 
some point in the future, however, this line might be a 
suitable candidate for some form of intermediate capacity 
technology. 


CN Uxbridge Subdivision - This line also follows a north- 
erly route and passes through the towns of Unionville, 
Markham and Stouffville. Comments concerning the Newmarket 
subdivision with respect to regional planning objectives 
apply to this line as well since extensions beyond Steeles 
Avenue would lie well within Zone 2. However, as noted 
previously, the transportation requirements for this area 
are being re-evaluated in view of the proposed second 
Toronto airport in Pickering. Studies now underway by 

the Federal and Provincial governments may affect develop- 
ment policies for this area. In addition, the Regional 
Municipality of York has recently doubled the population 
targets established in the Toronto Centred Region plan for 
some of the towns in this area, and these targets have 
apparently been approved by the Regional Planning Branch. 
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Within Metropolitan Toronto, the southerly section 
of this line passes through an area in Scarborough now 
served fairly well by the existing GO Transit service and 
TTC surface routes which connect with the Subway at 
St. Clair Avenue and Warden Avenue. 


This line is also single track, unsignalized, and 
on a narrow right-of-way. Existing traffic consists of 
a daily passenger train return service serving Stouffville, 
Markham and Agincourt. Freight services are limited to 
industrial switchers which serve several small but growing 
industrial areas. 


One of the major obstacles to a frequent commuter 
service concerns grade crossings. The single track line 
crosses all east-west roads at grade including the major 
traffic arteries such as Danforth Road, Eglinton, Lawrence, 
Ellesmere, Sheppard and Finch. Apart from the safety 
aspects, frequent train service would produce disruption 
to road traffic expected to grow significantly in the 
near future. 


Grade separations would involve a substantial ex- 
penditure. In addition, this line joins the CN Kingston 
subdivision at the Scarborough GO Transit station and any 
increased service would pose capacity problems on the 
existing GO Transit lakeshore route between Scarborough 
and Union Station. 


CP Havelock Subdivision - The CP Havelock and Belleville 
subdivisions join at Agincourt to become the main CP line 
through Toronto. West of Agincourt, the line is one of 
those to receive detailed consideration. East of Agincourt, 
the Belleville subdivision to Malvern accommodates regional 
planning objectives and conforms to long-range intentions 
involving the eventual development of a northern tier of 
south-focused cities. Consequently, the Havelock subdivi- 
sion was eliminated from further consideration as a com- 
muter rail service (to be distinguished from the longer 
services to Peterborough and Havelock). 


CP Mactier Subdivision - This line runs parallel to the CN 
Weston subdivision from Toronto Union to just north of 
Weston and then proceeds northerly to Woodbridge. Since 
the CN Georgetown service would satisfy the commuter 
market around Weston, potential service on the Mactier 

was considered on the basis of its possible contribution 
to the Toronto Centred Region plan beyond the limits of 
Metropolitan Toronto. 
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According to the regional planning criteria pre- 
pared for this study, it is desirable to minimize or 
eliminate development pressures beyond Woodbridge, which 
marks the northern limit of massive urban development 
permitted under the TCR. It was suggested that this could 
be achieved by a road service from Woodbridge feeding rail 
transit at Weston. 


With the elimination of the four lines described 
above, a basic network of rail lines remained for further 
detailed analysis. The basic components of this network 
are as follows: 


CN Weston and Halton subdivisions 
CN Bala subdivision 

CP Belleville subdivision 

“CP Galt subdivision. 


The CN routes both run through Union Station in 
downtown Toronto. Two options were specified as the down- 
town route for the CP lines, one via the North Toronto 
Station, the other via Union Station. These lines have 
been selected primarily on the basis of their consistency 
with local and regional planning goals and their suitabil- 
ity with respect to railway operations and existing 


physical railway plant. 


Selection of Stations 


The choice of station locations was based on a 
combination of planning factors and railway operating 
constraints. Some of the major factors taken into account 
include the following: 

1. proximity to population centres or well defined 
community catchment areas 


2. proximity to major arterials or expressways 
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minimum spacing of 2 miles 
access for buses and automobiles 


availability of non-developed land for parking 
lots (especially in areas outside of Metropolitan 
Toronto) 


possible connection with subway system (see 
Figure 9) 


possible integration with TTC surface routes 


suitability of track layout for provision of an 
850 ft. platform 


remoteness from industrial railway sidings 


existence of present station sites and their use 
by existing railway patrons 


adequate distance from residential areas in order 
to minimize effects of noise caused by traffic 
oriented to the station, and by train decelera- 
tion and acceleration. 


existing and proposed track signal layout with 
respect to switches, cross-overs, etc., designed 
tor other rail #ratiic: 


Final station locations were determined through 


an iterative process in which suggestions made by staff of 


Metro and Provincial planning agencies were tested against 


railway operating and design criteria. This led to the 


following list of stations for each line in the basic net- 


work (as shown in figure 10). 


Union to Georgetown Route (CN Weston and Halton 


Subdivisions) 


Union Station 

Bloor (TTC Subway interchange at Dundas West) 
Weston 

Rexdale 

Malton 

Bramalea 

Brampton 

Georgetown 
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Union-Richmond Hill Route (CN Bala Subdivision) 


Union Station 
York Mills 
Finch 
Thornlea 
Richmond Hill 


Streetsville to Malvern via North Toronto (CP 
Belleville, Galt and North Toronto Subdivisions) 


Streetsville 

Erindale 

Cooksville 

Dixie 

Islington (TTC Subway interchange) 
Spadina (TTC Subway interchange) 
Summerhill (TTC Subway interchange) 
Leaside 

Don Mills: 

VictoriacPark 

Agincourt 

Malvern 


Streetsville to Malvern via Union Station 


Same stations as for route via North Toronto but 
Spadina and Summerhill are replaced by Bloor and 
Union Station. 


In many cases a number of alternative station 
locations are possible and precise station locations would 
have to be considered in greater detail during the final 
planning stage for any new services. Different station 
locations would, of course, have some effect on patronage. 
However, since the rail lines under study follow more or 
less well defined development corridors, the total demand 
potential that could be estimated with a different set of 
station locations would probably not differ significantly 
from the patronage estimates produced for this study. 
Similarly, cost estimates would be affected, but here again, 


differences in total system costs should not be significant. 
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Chapter 4 


DEMAND ANALYSIS 


Introduction 


Patronage estimates are obviously the single 
most important factor to be considered in evaluating the 
viability of new commuter rail services. If the demand 
does not exist, or if the service is not sufficiently 
competitive with other forms of transportation to attract 
passengers, the service will be inefficient, however low 
the cost. Moreover, in the event decisions are taken 
to introduce new commuter rail services, patronage esti- 
mates are critical in establishing schedules, frequency 
of service, and rolling stock requirements. This chapter 
describes the patronage forecasts which were made for the 
basic network of commuter rail facilities identified in 


the preceding chapter. 
Nature of the Commuter Rail Market 


A mix of transportation modes is generally 
available to serve travel needs in a large urban area. 
Some modes are more suitable than others for certain types 
of trip. Automobiles, for example, have obvious advantages 
for most social and recreational trips whereas public 
transit may be preferred for many home to work trips in 


densely developed areas. 


Commuter rail services are characterized by long 
distances, relatively few stops between terminals (compared 
to surface transit or subways), and considerable dependence 


on published schedules. As a result, they are particularly 
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Suited to longer trips between suburban areas and highly 
concentrated activity centres, and may offer significant 
travel time advantages over other forms of transportation 
for those trip makers whose origins and destinations are 
reasonably convenient to stations at both ends of the line. 
The "schedule-dependence" of commuter rail services also 
makes themwell suited to trips which are made on a regular 
basis, such as the journey to work. These characteristics 
are illustrated by the data of Table 4.1, based on surveys 
Carried out between 1967 and 1971 on the existing GO 


Transit Lakeshore service. 


A number of factors influence a person's choice 
of travel mode for a particular trip, some of which relate 
to the characteristics of the trip maker, others to the 
characteristics of the transportation system. (The pro- 
cess by which modal choice is estimated is referred to as 
"modal split" analysis). Some of the more important 
system characteristics which influence modal choice and 
which should therefore be taken into account both in the 
evaluation and design of new commuter rail services include 


the following: 


1. Travel Time 


In order to compete effectively with the automobile, 
commuter rail service must reduce travel time by 
minimizing the number of stations in suburban areas 
and by operating non-stop for considerable distances 
in the most congested sections of the central city. 
Because total time from door to door influences 
modal choice, cousideration of en route commuter 
train time cannot be divorced from access and 
station waiting times, which are discussed below. 
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Table 4.1 


Selected Characteristics of GO Transit Users 


i, Trip Purpose? 
Work trips 85% 


All other purposes (business, shop, 
school; social, setc:) 15% 


2. Downtown Orientation (A.M. Peak) * 


Total station exits at Union 95% 


Total exits at all other stations 5% 


3. Access Mode at Downtown End of Trip? 
Walk from station 65% 
Subway 33% 
Other 2% 


4. Time of Day 
GO passengers 6-9 A.M. and 4-7 P.M. 75% 
All other times 25% 


1. GO Transit, Report C4, June 1969. 
2, LOZLteountse: 
3. GO Transit, Report Cl, June 1968. 
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Access Convenience 


The proximity of potential commuter rail users to 
stations and the means of access markedly affect 
their choice of travel mode to the central area. 
Those within walking distance of a station at both 
ends of the trip are most likely to use the service. 
At downtown stations it is important to provide 

easy transfer to the city transit system for collec- 
tion and distribution of passengers who are not 
within walking distance of the railway station. In 
suburban areas, patronage will be influenced by the 
ease Of automobile access, the availability of 
parking, and the existence of surface transit follow- 
ing fixed routes or dial-a-bus offering home to 
station service on demand. 


Train Frequency and Schedule 


Waiting times at stations will affect overall travel 
time and the perceived convenience of the service. 
As headways between trains are reduced waiting times 
will be reduced and there will be greater freedom 
from schedules. More frequent service also allows 
for a better matching of preferred arrival times at 
the destination. Off-peak service further improves 
convenience and offers greater flexibility from the 
point of view of the travellers. 


Reliability 


Travellers normally allow some time in their travel 
plans to account for unforseen delays. Reducing 
this contingency time increases the attractiveness 
of a service. Important features of a commuter rail 
service therefore include on-time performance, 
assured service during adverse weather, and freedom 
from congestion associated with other modes. 


Comfort 


Availability of seats, rail car appointments, station 
facilities for protection from the weather, and ease 
of transfer to other modes are all factors which 
affect the attractiveness of commuter rail services. 


Fares 


Fares charged for the commuter rail services will 
obviously affect patronage. In general, fare policy 
should be consistent with policies adopted for other 
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forms of public transit although in some cases, 
other planning objectives may dictate preferential 
treatment for one mode or another. 

7. Downtown Parking 


An important influence on choice of travel mode is 
the availability and cost of downtown parking. In 
downtown Toronto, limited parking is available at 
reasonable rates, but as surface lots are being 
absorbed by development, parking charges are rising 
sharply. The incidence of parking costs is also 
critical. Many of those who presently park downtown 
are subsidized by employers, thereby artificially 
increasing the proportion of travellers who choose 
the automobile mode. 


Other considerations influence modal choice as 
well, such as the degree of privacy inherent to the use 
of certain modes, ease of use by handicapped persons, 
availability of parcel or baggage racks, and possibly even 
the fare collection system (particularly in cases where 
"exact fares" are required). The effect of all of these 
factors on modal choice will depend upon the range of 
available alternatives and the particular circumstances 
of the potential trip maker such as his income and occupa- 
tion, the purpose of the trip, and whether there are special 
requirements to carry goods or tools or to travel in the 


company of others. 


Basis of Demand Estimates 
DOS ee ee ee eee 


Some of the factors discussed above have been 
taken into account explicitly in the modal split technique 
used to make estimates of commuter rail passenger demand 
in this study. Two steps were necessary to estimate the 
magnitude of travel demand at any point in time. First, 
basic estimates of the total movement of persons between 


each area and every other area were made, known as total 


,e9869 omoe at 
sarc ited 


4 dy aes tae! ; 


cise 


isis ». a6 oy ee oe 
nee 


2 4 ‘- 


need eved evods poner miuy nies me ony hol 

supindost tiige LIsbom ond nt 291 
basmeb ropnseasq Liex ietgmmoo to e94smi - 
odd stamitee oF ytsees0en ozew inte owt” de, eke 
Jef1 .omit ni sniog yas 38 basmeb Levers to | 
ra ai dg 4: te ae 


AOR Aas SRS ERE ee 


eae ae 


person trip origins and destinations (O-D). Second, 
O-D pairs of interest were split into those that would 
use commuter rail and those that would use other modes 


(modal split analysis). 


The basic demand estimates were prepared by 
the Systems Planning Branch of the Ontario Ministry of 
Transportation and Communications (MTC) with the use of 
a simulation model developed over the last several years 
and employed in other studies of the Toronto region. 
With the co-operation of MTC, the firm of Transportation 
Systems Associates refined the initial estimates to 
derive the final estimates discussed in this chapter. 
The particular modal split technique used with this model 
was "calibrated" for today's situation on the basis of 
known factors with respect to the GO Transit Lakeshore 


COLL aor. 


Total person trip O-D's were estimated for an 
average workday condition in 1969 and 1976, the years 
for which the necessary input data were available. For 
the modal split analysis, trips between the central area 
and the commutersheds adjacent to commuter rail stations 
were extracted from the total matrix of O-D movements. 
The modal split technique was then used to estimate the 
number of trips expected to use commuter rail for each 


particular system being tested. 


Patronage estimates were made for the systems 


a 


1. The 'TARMS' or Toronto Area and Region Model Study. 
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shown schematically in Figure fie Each line ina 


system was assumed to provide a level of service equal 

to that presently offered on the GO Transit Lakeshore 
route, i.e. 5 to 6 peak trains with 20 minute frequency, 
five days a week and l-hour headways off-peak, weekends 
and holidays; free parking provided at suburban stations; 
same basic fare structure, and so on. Since it is impos- 
sible to determine exactly what conditions might prevail 
in the future, the estimates were prepared for a range of 
conditions in terms of area served by a given commuter 


service, and travel speeds on the road system. 


"Catchment" areas were established for each 
station along each railway route in terms of the minimum 
and maximum area served by a commuter rail service in 
that corridor. Estimates of demand were prepared for 
each of these situations in 1969 and 1976. Furthermore, 
for 1976 an increase in road travel time in the peak hours 
of 25% over that which exists today was assumed ina 
separate calculation of demand in order to assess the 


effects of increasing congestion. 


In total therefore, five situations were analyzed 


1. Patronage estimates were also obtained for the CN 
Newmarket subdivision as far as Newmarket and for the 
CN Uxbridge subdivision as far as Stouffville but they 
have not been included here. Considerable overlap was 
found between the market areas of the Newmarket subdivi- 
sion and the CN Bala subdivision and between the market 
areas of the Uxbridge subdivision and the CP Belleville 
subdivision. Furthermore, cost estimates were not ob- 
tained on the Newmarket and Uxbridge subdivisions and 
consequently the potential of these lines with respect 
to supply and demand could not be assessed in relation 
to other lines considered. 
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TORONTO COMMUTER RAIL STUDY 


SCHEMATIC DIAGRAMS OF RAIL NEVO TESTED 
IN DEMAND ANALYSIS Fics. at 
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(a) GEORGETOWN — RICHMOND HILL WITH EXISTING GO TRANSIT 
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(b) STREETSVILLE — MALVERN WITH EXISTING GO _ TRANSIT 


ff oA 

© Ee 

= = 

a 

: : 
3 % 5 


bICKEBINC 


VAZVIAM 


8i4iM ROY 


© 


dua 
TAUOOMIDA ivey, , 
MAA AIROTIIV 
Zim vod 
agi2@a3J 
teod - 08 4, £ 
t 


-— £6.— 


for commuter rail demand: 


- 1969 minimum catchment area 
- 1969 maximum catchment area 


1 
2 
3. 1976 minimum catchment area 
4, 1976 maximum catchment area 
5 


- 1976 maximum catchment area assuming 25% 
increase in road travel time. 


Using the modal split analysis results for these situations, 
patronage estimates for 1972 were obtained by interpolation. 
This year was selected as it is the base year for which the 


subsequent cost analysis was carried out. 


The basic results were also used to obtain esti- 
mates for 5 and 10 year increments, namely 1977 and 1982. 
Population estimates for 1980 were applied to each catch- 
ment area and these were used as a guide to estimate the 
increase in commuter rail traffic relative to 1976. The 
1977 estimate was then obtained by interpolation between 
1976 and 1980, the 1982 estimate by extrapolation beyond 
1980. The difference between total passenger demand in 
1976 and 1982 obtained in this manner compared favourably 
against projected increases in employment in the central 


area Of Toronto. 


It should be noted that these forecasts are 
based on the assumption that certain fundamental travel 
habits would not change over the next ten years even though 
there would be changes in the distribution of population 
and jobs throughout the region. For example, it was assumed 
that travel habits in terms of the number of work trips per 
week and the distribution of different types of trips 
throughout the day would not change significantly. In 


addition, it was assumed that there would be no substantial 
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change in the method of Operating the overall transpor- 
tation system with respect to the provision and pricing 
of downtown parking or the provision of such specialized 


services as dial-a-bus pick-up and distribution systems. 


Introduction of a shorter work week and stagger- 
ing of working hours would tend to reduce the demand for 
commuter rail service. On the other hand, introduction 
of extensive dial-a-bus services or the establishment of 
policies resulting in higher parking rates in downtown 
Toronto would tend to increase commuter rail usage. The 
firm of Kates, Peat, Marwick and Co., provided an assess- 
ment of the potential increase in demand that could be 
affected by these factors. Their appraisal of the dial-a- 
bus experiment at the Pickering GO Transit station indi- 
cated that tsolated applications of Demand Responsive Bus 
feeder services would probably result in only minor in- 
creases in rail patronage. It is possible, however, that 
extenstve application of such feeder services could result 
in a significant increase in commuter rail ridership 
because of the improved facility for door-to-door movements 
between many pairs of activity centres. The market pene- 
tration which might be achieved through such a high quality 
transit system could only be established through a large 


scale demonstration program. 


The work undertaken by Kates, Peat, Marwick also 
indicated that a conscious public policy aimed at a major 
increase in downtown parking costs could result in an 
increase of commuter rail patronage in the order of 20 per 
cent above the ridership levels that would normally be 


projected for rail services. The critical element here, 
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however, is not so much to increase parking charges as 
it is ensure that the individual whose parking may now 
be subsidized actually pays the economic rate from his 
own pocket. Since a very large proportion of those 
parking downtown have their parking provided free or at 
highly subsidized rates by their employers, policies 
designed to shift the burden of parking costs directly 
to the user might have an even greater effect on com- 
muter rail ridership than the 20 per cent estimated by 


Kates, Peat, Marwick. 


It is unlikely that a major change in parking 
policy could be accomplished over the short term, although 
it may be practicable as a long term goal. Improving the 
public's perception of the actual economic costs of travel 
by transit versus travel by auto through a program of 
public information, might achieve some of the same results 


in the short term. 


Since modal choice depends upon the available 
alternatives, the road and public transit networks as 
they are foreseen to exist in 1976 were assumed in the 
modal split analysis. The road network used for the 1976 
simulation is the same as the existing network except for 
a minor alteration concerning an increase in capacity of 
Highway 427. The transit network includes the addition 
of the Yonge Street subway extension from Eglinton Avenue 
to Finch Avenue and the Spadina subway from St. George 


station to Wilson Avenue. 


Travel Demand Results 
LC ee 


Figures 12 to 14 show passenger flows predicted 
for an average weekday in 1972, 1977 and 1982. Each figure 
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shows the number of suburban residents estimated to 
travel to and from central Toronto on the commuter rail 
service. Trips between stations other than Union are 
not shown since they are predicted to be a very small 
proportion of total passenger demand. The daily 
volumes shown on these figures are considered to be 

the most likely values after careful interpretation of 
the range of volumes produced from a consideration of 
minimum and maximum catchment areas. Where lines inter- 
cept the subway system (see Figure 9), transfers to the 


subway are indicated by a decrease in volume. 


The flow diagrams indicate that the majority 
of trips originate at the outer ends of the lines. Except 
for the Malvern line, stations within Metropolitan Toronto 
attract relatively low patronage because of the competition 
provided by the Toronto Transit Commission's services. In 
the case of stations at Malvern and Agincourt, transit 


service to downtown Toronto would not be as competitive. 


Patronage estimates shown in the flow diagrams 
appear to be consistent with projected changes in popula- 
tion and employment. The relationship between downtown 
employment growth and growth of residential population in 
the areas outside of Metropolitan Toronto results in in- 
creased demand over time. The rate of growth is fairly 


uniform for all lines considered in the analysis. 


The volumes shown in the flow diagrams are based 


on full service operation (comparable to the existing GO 


1. As indicated in Table 4.1, approximately 95% of all 
passengers exit at Union Station. 
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Transit service). They would be reduced substantially 

for limited service operation. In addition, the fore- 
casting technique was essentially insensitive to changes 
in downtown parking policy, the availability of feeder 
services, and fare levels, all of which could obviously 
have significant impact on the use of new services. 
However, in view of the short term nature of the estimates, 
they may be considered reasonable if it is recognized that 
changes in these factors will occur gradually, if at all. 
Within the limitations on the forecasting technique, the 
variance in estimated volumes for the maximum load points 
is expected to be about + 25%. 


Considering the existing GO Transit service 
along the Lakeshore as two lines emanating from Union 
Station, six lines were considered as part of the demand 
analysis. While these lines are basically independent, 
there would be some degree of competition among the lines 
if service were to be instituted on all of them. What 
the patronage forecasts show is that the Richmond Hill 
and Georgetown routes do not appear to interact with any 
of the other lines with respect to potential demand. 
However, there is considerable interaction between the 
Streetsville line and the existing GO Transit service on 
Lakeshore West, resulting in a reduction in volume on 
the latter. This reduction is indicated by the shaded 
portion shown in Figures 12 to 14. To some extent, there 
is limited interaction between the Malvern route and 


Lakeshonpearast. 


The interaction between the Streetsville and 
Lakeshore West routes depends to a very great extent on 
whether Union Station or the North Toronto Station at 


Summerhill is selected as the downtown terminal for the 
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CP service. The patronage forecasts shown in Figures 
12 to 14 were based on the assumption that the Streets- 
ville route would terminate at Union Station with a 
resulting decline in Lakeshore West volumes of about 25 
to 30%. The reason for this shift is simply that some 
of those riders now using the Lakeshore West line would 
find the Streetsville line more convenient, so long as 
both lines terminate at Union Station. If however, the 
North Toronto route were used, persons destined for down- 
town Toronto would be forced to transfer to the Yonge 
Street subway which is already congested during peak 
periods. The incentive to use the Streetsville line 


would therefore be reduced. 


Aside from the potential traffic diverted from 
Lakeshore West, some new traffic would be generated by 
the introduction of a Streetsville line (i.e. traffic 
that now uses some other form of transit or automobile). 
The extent to which this traffic would be sensitive to 
the choice of downtown terminal has not been analyzed, 
although presumably the Union Station alternative would 
be preferred. There would, of course, be some traffic 
for which the North Toronto terminal would be preferable, 
particularly if the ultimate destination was to the north 
and would therefore involve using the Yonge Street subway 


"against the traffic". 


The effect of the North Toronto terminal on the 
eastern half of the CP line (to Malvern) would be less 


pronounced, largely because the Malvern and Lakeshore East 


1. Passengers would also have the option of transferring at 
the Spadina Station of the proposed new subway. However, 
because patronage forecasts were not made for the CP 
route via North Toronto, there is no basis for assessing 
the distribution of traffic between the two possible 
transfer points. 
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lines are further apart than their counterparts in the 
west. The Malvern line taps a potential market north 

of Highway 401 which is not now served by high performance 
transit. Most of the transit market would therefore be 
"Captive" with respect to alternative transit (although 
even here the choice of a downtown terminal would have 


some effect on potential patronage). 


While actual forecasts were not made to measure 
the effect of this choice in downtown terminal, some 
attempt has been made to describe the effect on patronage 
estimates of moving the downtown terminal for the Streets- 
ville and Malvern routes to the North Toronto location, 
based on the following assumptions: 

1. For Lakeshore West, 70 percent of the shift to 

Streetsville is assumed to return to Lakeshore 

West when the Streetsville service is routed 

via North Toronto. In addition 50 percent of 


the newly generated traffic for the Streetsville 
route is assumed to be lost. 


2. For Lakeshore East, 25 percent of the shift to 
Malvern is assumed to return to Lakeshore East 
when the Malvern service is routed via North 
Toronto. Of the newly generated traffic, 20 
percent is assumed to be lost by this relocation. 

The effect of shifting the downtown terminal for the CP 
line on the heaviest link volumes for each of the six lines 
is shown in the bar diagram of Figure 15. Shaded bars 
represent forecasts with a downtown location at Union 
Station whereas the clear bars represent estimates for the 
North Toronto location. As discussed, the effects are 
greatest on the western portion offsme CP line. Thies 
indicated by the severe drop in patronage on Streetsville 
and the large increase on Lakeshore West, causing the 


latter to surpass Lakeshore East and in fact exceed the 
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TORONTO COMMUTER RAIL STUDY 


DEMAND ESTIMATES — HEAVIEST LINK VOLUMES (100’S) 
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Ey] STREETSVILLE AND MALVERN SERVICES VIA NORTH TORONTO AND EFFECT ON OTHER LINES 
STREETSVILLE AND MALVERN SERVICES VIA UNION STATION AND EFFECT ON OTHER LINES 


ae) DENOTES TRANSFERS TO BLOOR SUBWAY 


NOTES |. Daily Trips- Inbound Plus Outbound 
2.Based On Full Service 


160 


107 . 06 ad . 


LAKESHORE E€. 


LAKESHORE W. 


STREETSVILLE 


80 
6477 


48 Pe = 
saute enreeeea ag f i 


GEORGETOWN 


93 


6 ay, y 


igf2 1977 1982 


YOUT2 JIAR ASTUMMOO 


(2'00?) @BMUJOV AMIS TeSIVABH - B3T/ 
er oI 


221.4 ABHTO MO TO3AI GMA OTMOROT KTAOM AI @BIIVABE MRSVIAM OMA praia | 
—_— ‘1 


4 Wie oe ae: Hels ~t ght © 
Gavi) AINTO MO TOSAIS GMA MOITATE MOIMU AIV 2a0IVAR® MABVIAM GMA ; . 
gai 08) i eoivie? Hwa AO beweS im ¢ 
WN ies é - is 
-3 2AONEBHAL 
W SAOH@BMAS 
atVeTSBATE 


a FR) & 


capacity of the line. The effect on the eastern half 

of the line is shown to be much less with a correspondingly 
smaller increase in traffic on Lakeshore East. Estimates 
for the Georgetown and Richmond Hill services remain 


unchanged. 


Neglecting the effect of the downtown terminal 
location for the CP lines, Figure 15 indicates that all 
lines with the exception of Richmond Hill maintain their 
relative positions in terms of patronage throughout the 
10-year period for which traffic estimates have been made. 
Of the four lines being considered in detail, the Georgetown 
service remains on top with respect to patronage estimates 
while the Richmond Hill line slips from second place in 
1972 to third and fourth places in 1977 and 1982 respec- 
tively. This is largely due to the effect of opening the 


Yonge Street subway extension. 


As subway construction proceeds in Metropolitan 
Toronto, the effect of competition between subways and 
commuter rail services must of course, be taken into account. 
In the case of the Richmond Hill line, the Yonge Street 
subway extension, expected to be completed to Finch Avenue 
by 1974, basically serves the same corridor. With the 
opening of this extension however, severe capacity problems 
are expected on the southerly sections of the subway line 
and alternative means of public transit via the commuter 
rail route would therefore provide some needed relief. 
Construction of a new subway or alternative form of rapid 
transit in the Spadina corridor might also have some effect 
on commuter rail patronage on the Richmond Hill line, and 
possibly on the Georgetown line as well. These effects 
are most likely to be felt at commuter rail stations fairly 


close to the central city. In fact, estimates for the 
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York Mills station (on the Richmond Hill line), and the 
Weston station (on the Georgetown line), show substantial 
losses with the introduction of the new subway lines. 
However, these are both relatively low volume stations 

to begin with and their viability would have to be con- 
sidered in much more detail prior to the inauguration of 


new services on these lines. 


In the case of the Streetsville line, some com- 
petition from existing subway service could be expected. 
There would be a significant travel time advantage from 
Islington station to downtown (because of the high frequency 
of stops and because of the need to transfer to either the 
Yonge or Spadina subways), in favour of the commuter rail 
service and this would decrease desirable patronage on the 
Bloor Street subway. However, since this subway is now in 
Operation, the patronage estimates for the Streetsville 


line already allow for such competitive effects. 


Provision of new commuter rail services would, 
of course, have some impact on automobile traffic. For 
example, in the case of the Richmond Hill and Malvern 
routes, a large proportion of the estimated patronage 
would be diverted from automobiles. This would result in 
some relief on downtown oriented expressways and arterial 
roads that are already highly congested during peak periods. 
From a planning point of view, this would be a highly 
desirable objective, although it must be realized that 
such relief would be relatively small in terms of the total 
volume of vehicular traffic now entering the central city 


during the peak period. 


In addition to these general comments on the 


demand results, there are specific comments that apply to 
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the individual lines under consideration. Some of these 
are treated in Chapter 6 where they can be related to 


the cost information developed in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 5 


COST ANALYSIS 


Introduction 


The cost of providing commuter rail services on 
existing railway facilities depends upon the physical 
characteristics of those facilities, the degree to which 
they are already used by other traffic, and the performance 
characteristics of the proposed new services. All other 
things being equal, higher speed and higher frequency will 
result in higher costs (although there may be some cost 
reductions through improved utilization of rolling stock). 
In the extreme, Single track lines with lightweight rail 
and no signals will require heavy capital investment in plant 
whereas multiple track signalized lines may be able to 
accommodate limited commuter services with relatively little 


capital investment. 


Estimating the costs of providing a particular 
level of service therefore, requires an understanding of the 
existing and planned operations of the railways. As a result, 
the railways themselves were asked to carry out an evaluation 
of their own lines and to estimate the plant improvements that 
would be required to accommodate new commuter rail services, 
according to certain specified performance characteristics. 
Specifically, for the lines identified in Chapter 3, each 


railway was requested: 


- to assess the feasibility of running commuter 


trains on the specified routes; 
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a to determine what additions and/or modifications 
would be required to the existing rail 
facilities in order to operate a commuter 


service; 


— to prepare cost estimates for these plant 


improvements; 


~ to develop estimates of the costs of operating 
the commuter service at the service levels 


specified. 


Details of the railways' evaluations are contained 
in special reports produced for this study. This chapter 
attempts to assess and interpret these reports in terms of 
capital and operating cost summaries and related commentary 


for each line. 


It must be emphastzed that the cost summaries 
presented here should not be construed as representing formal 
proposals by the ratlways. However, the summaries do indicate 
the relative levels of investment required which can be used 
as a basis for negotiations on possible new commuter services 
for any of the rail lines studied. The cost estimates relate 
to a particular set of specifications concerning train length, 
frequency of trains, station locations and equipment type. 

If these specifications are changed significantly, the cost 


estimates obviously would also change. 


Integration of Freight and Commuter Services 


From a railway operating point of view, the problem 


of accommodating commuter services on existing rail lines is 
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one of establishing standards of performance for both 
freight and commuter trains and then determining a set of 
facilities and a mode of operation that would allow these 


Standards to be achieved. 


Theoretically, it is possible to operate a large 
number of train movements during any given 24 hour period 
on the routes considered. However, as traffic volume 
expands, traffic interference and associated train delay 
also increase. As utilization of physical plant is 
increased, the level of operational efficiency and the 
standard of performance will decrease. Delays to freight 
traffic become more serious with the introduction of commuter 
operations because commuter trains are closely scheduled and 
cannot be delayed to accommodate other moves. To compound 
this difficulty, commuter traffic is highly peaked and in 
Toronto, the time of these peaks corresponds closely with 


peaks in the movement of freight. 


There are a number of characteristics of freight 
traffic that must be considered in any attempt to integrate 
freight and commuter operations. First, freight movements 
are integrated and closely interrelated with the national 
railway network. Second, in a highly competitive market, 
freight movements are designed to meet customer requirements 
and often must operate within certain time limits. This is 
particularly true in the case of containers which constitute 
an ever increasing proportion of general freight traffic. 
Third, although the daily pattern of train movements is 
generally repetitive, flexibility to accommodate a wide 


range of patterns must be maintained. 
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The plant improvements proposed by the railways 
to accommodate commuter rail services involve no significant 
Change in the nature of existing freight operations. 
However, even with the proposed modifications and additions to 
plant, the railways expect to lose some flexibility and to 
incur some restrictions and delay in their freight operations. 
To some extent these plant changes will compensate for such 


restrictions by improving other aspects of freight operation. 


For example, the solutions proposed by the railways 
provide for the utilization of "joint sections" which would 
be comprised of new sections of track and signals plus 
existing plant. One such case might be a section of line 
which is increased from two to three tracks with appropriate 
changes in the signal system. At times, it may be necessary 
for a commuter train to use one of the existing tracks 
normally used by freight traffic. This would restrict freight 
operations. At other times, freight operations would benefit 
from the additional track provided to accommodate commuter 
service. In this case, the plant modification would be 
charged to the commuter service. The operating costs of 
these joint facilities would be allocated on a wheelage basis 
which proportions operating costs such as maintenance- 
of-way, on the basis of the relative number of car-miles 
(or some other measure agreeable to both sponsor and railway) 


for each type of traffic. 


Due to the concentrated nature of commuter rail 
patronage, levels of service were specified for evaluation. 
A "limited" service of two or three peak period trains, 
inbound to central Toronto in the morning and outbound in the 


evening, five days a week, would accommodate the major demand 
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for commuter rail service. These trains would be "fleeted" 
to minimize "meets" from opposing train movements: This 
enables the dispatcher to slot the commuter trains into 
existing railroad traffic, thereby minimizing additions and 


modifications to trackage and signals. 


A higher level of service would be provided by a 
"full" service, specified as a peak period service of 5 to 6 
trains with 20 minute headways five days a week, plus off- 
peak service of hourly trains in both directions 365 days a 
year. This is similar to the existing GO Transit Lakeshore 
service which runs about 18 hours a day. In the case of 
the full service, the cycling of equipment results in a large 
number of train meets particularly during peak periods. Under 
these circumstances, major investments in plant improvements 
must be made to reduce delays to both freight and commuter 
traffic. The additional capacity of a full service must be 
assessed in conjunction with the patterns of demand as well 
as with the substantial difference between the two levels of 


service in terms of capital investment and operating costs. 


For purposes of designing plant improvements for a 
limited service, it was assumed that this level of service 
would be the initial step in the provision of a full service. 
It must be noted that although cost estimates have been 
provided for these two extremes in service (limited and 
full), it is not possible to interpolate directly between 
these limits. Different service specifications may have 
different implications for plant improvements, and there is 
no reason to believe that capital costs vary linearly 


between the two extremes in service. 
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For a specified service level, in terms of train 
frequency, a range of operating costs was determined corres- 
ponding to different train lengths (hence capacity). The cost 
summaries presented in this chapter are for 10-coach consists 
only’. Costs were also obtained for three basic types of 
equipment namely, double-deck coaches as used bar Cea Bai 
Montreal, self-propelled Rail Diesel Cars (RDC) as previously 
manufactured by the Budd Co. of Philadelphia, and GO Transit 
type equipment (Hawker Siddeley coaches and self propelled 
cars). Analysis of the relative operating costs showed that 
the double-deck and GO Transit equipment resulted in the 
lowest costs. Since these were comparable, only costs 
based on the use of GO Transit equipment are included in the 
chapter. 


In addition to train consist and equipment type, 
other performance features of the existing GO Transit service 
were specified. For peak periods, push-pull trains powered by 
a 3000 HP locomotive with an auxiliary power unit were 
specified. Coaches were assumed to have 94 seats and to be 
equipped with remote control doors. Off-peak service is 
maintained with 2 coach self-propelled consists also accommo- 
dating 94 seats each. An average speed of 35 mph was 
specified and headways were established as 20 minutes or 30 
minutes for peak periods depending on the level of service. 
Off-peak headways for full service were set at 60 minutes. 
Ticket collection was specified as "at station" as in the case 
of GO Transit, which requires ticket booths and personnel at 
each station. Crew size was assumed to be four man crews for 
push-pull consists and three man crews for self-propelled 
consists 
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1. Details are contained in the special railway reports. 

2. The relevant details were provided in the CP report. 

3. Refer to the following section for relevant assumptions 
regarding crew size. 
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Explanation of Cost Estimates 


In their evaluation of each line, the railways 
segregated cost estimates into capital and operating costs. 
For each service, capital costs in 1972 dollars were presented 
as investment in plant and equipment. Annual operating costs 
were divided generally into direct operating costs and over- 
head costs. Under each category, however, each railway devised 
different cost breakdowns. For example, the CN estimates show 
a Single item for overhead charges as 'Railway Surcharge' 
while the CP estimates show overheads as ‘Depreciation, CPR 
Operating Fee, and Return on Investment'. Certain items, such 
as the cost of parking lots, were not evaluated by the rail- 
ways. Estimates for such items were prepared by MTC, TTC or 


the study team. 


In the following sections, the railways' evaluations 
are presented in capsule form by employing a series of cost 
tables (Tables 5.1 to saa syd and three schematic diagrams, 
(Figures 17, 18, 19)? which show main line track and signal 
additions or modifications required for the services summa- 
rized in the tables. The tables are grouped separately 
according to CN or CP lines. The figures indicate both CN 
and CP lines together. Table 5.1 presents a description of 
the CP services followed by Tables 5.2 to 5.8 which present 
capital, annual operating and unit annual operating cost 
estimates for two levels of service and variations thereof. 
Similarly, the CN tables are grouped together with Tables 5.9 
and 5.14 outlining descriptions of the services, and 
eres te see lee ees a EEE 
1. Appended to this chapter, pages £3 7 +to* 252% 

2. Pages 134, 135, 136. 
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Tables 5.10 to 5.13 and 5.15 presenting cost summaries. It 
may be noted that each service is designated by a code such 
as CP-Bl (CP route B, 1 denotes limited service) and CN-A2 


(CN route A, 2 denotes full service). 


In interpreting the cost tables, the following 
points should be noted: 


Aves For design purposes the railways assumed that 
a limited service would precede expansion to a 
full service. However, in the cost summaries 
presented here, the estimates for the full 
service are presented as absolute costs (i.e. 


not incremental to costs for a limited service). 


ian No evaluation was made of how any one route 
could be integrated with another. Consequently, 
cost estimates for each service as outlined in 
the tables must be regarded as those costs which 
would occur if that service were the only one 
implemented. In this connection, estimates for 
the Streetsville to Malvern line were produced 
under the assumption that either the route via 
North Toronto or the route via Union were 
utilized, not both concurrently. Furthermore, 
no integration of services between Georgetown 
and Richmond Hill was investigated. If at some 
time, two or more services were integratea,? 
there would probably be significant cost savings 
especially in equipment requirements (because 
efficient cycling of trains improves equipment 


utilization), and associated operating costs. 


1. Integration of CN and CP services, such as Georgetown to 
Malvern via Union Station would raise special issues 
involving the operating unions. 
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Cost estimates shown for variations of limited 
services were derived by the study team based 
on estimates supplied by the railways for the 
appropriate basic limited service. Thus, 
estimates for CP-Al-l were derived from CP-Al, 
CP-B1l-1 and CP-Cl from CP-Bl, CN-B3, B4, and 
B5 from CN-Bl. In the case of the CP services, 
certain qualifications regarding capital costs 
were suggested by the railway in order that 
these limited service variations could be 
derived. For the CN services, the railway 
provided additional capital cost estimates for 
plant additions and modifications. These 
factors are described in detail under appropriate 


sections in the remainder of this chapter. 


It was not possible to obtain cost estimates for 
the facility changes required for the Toronto 
Terminals Railway area in view of the proposed 
Metro Centre development. At the time of this 
study, there were many unknown factors about 

Metro Centre concerning design and cost-sharing 
arrangements which would have placed severe short- 
comings on any estimates that the Railways may 
have produced in this regard. A more detailed 
explanation of this is given later in this chapter. 
In the tables, a cost item is indicated for the 
Toronto Terminals Railway (TTR) as unknown for 


those services which use Union Station. 
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Most items included in the tables were assessed 

by the railways. Where items were estimated by 
another agency, the source is indicated. In the 
case of commuter rail-subway interchange facilities 
evaluated by the TTC, real estate values have not 
been included since these facilities would be 
located largely on railway property. The rental 
for this property would be included in overhead 
fees, etc., and in any event should be a 

negotiable item. The costs for these interchanges 


are largely independent of the service level. 


Estimates for parking lots were based on informa- 
tion supplied by MTC with respect to property 
appraisals and availability. In the derivation of 
costs shown in the tables, it was assumed that 
sufficient land would be purchased initially in 
1972 dollars to satisfy the 1982 full service 


‘demand regardless of the service level under 


consideration. 


Rolling stock prices were based on the most recent 
estimates available from GO Transit with respect 
to their equipment. The following costs include 
federal sales tax. Provincial sales tax is not 


applicable on railroad rolling stock. 


Locomotive (3000 HP with auxiliary $475,000 
power unit) 


Self-Propelled Car (94 seats) $450,000 
Coach (94 seats) $220,000 
Control Car (i.e. coach with $300,000 


control cab for push-pull 
operation) 
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ie The rules for assigning crews to short turn- 
around commuter runs are detailed in the 
collective agreements between the respective 
railway and the Unions. These agreements 
dictate crew size, length of working day and 
wage rates. In all agreements, a crew member 
is guaranteed a full day's wage based on 
minimum hours per day (or month) or minimum 
daily mileage travelled, even if his work for 
the day constitutes less than the minimum. One 
provision in the agreements provides that a 
worker may book rest after 11 hours on duty. 
In the case of the limited services, this means 
that one crew would be required for each 
morning train, while a different crew would be 


required for each afternoon train. 


Most current agreements require a crew size of 5 for 
locomotive hauled consists. In the case of 

the GO Transit operations, crew size has 

recently been reduced to 4 men and it has been 
assumed that similar crew sizes would be required 
for any new services. Negotiations with the 

unions would be required in the case of each 


service in order to achieve this concession. 


The following sections describe the cost evaluation 
of each service on the various routes. CP lines are grouped 
together in Part I, CN lines in Part II. Each part begins 
with a brief definition of capital and operating cost items 
used by each railway and presented in the tables. For each 
specific line, a brief description of existing facilities is 


given followed by an outline of each service considered for 


that line. 
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Description of Cost Items 


A description of the services studied on CP lines 
is presented in Table 5.1. Capital costs are shown in 
Table 5.2 and operating costs in Table 5.3 for two train 
limited services CP-Al and CP-Bl and for full services CP-A2 
and CP-B2. Table 5.4 contains unit annual operating costs 
derived from Table 5.3. Variations of limited services are 
shown as CP-Al-1, CP-Bl-1l and CP-Cl in Tables 5.5, 5.6 and 
5.7. A summary of the cost information for these various 
services is shown in Table 5.8. The following definitions 


describe the meaning of cost items indicated in the tables: 


Ll. CapitaP oars 
(a) Plant Facilities 


Track and Structures - additions or modifi- 
cations to the joint section~ of railway plant 
including main line track, sidings, switches, 
grading, overpasses and underpasses for rail/ 
rail crossings, bridges, retaining walls. 


Stations - construction of 1000' platforms, 
fencing, lighting, ticket booths, shelters, 
pedestrian underpasses; track, grading and 
signals peculiar to certain stations. 


Signals - additional costs incurred by changing 
from Automatic Block Signals (A.B.S.) to 
Centralized TraffietControl (C.1T.C.) within the 
joint section. 


1. The joint section would extend from Malvern Station to 
Streetsville Station. It would include: right-of-way 
property and grading, main line track directly on the com- 
muter route, main track bridges and other structures, 
signal system associated with above track. 
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Leaside Yard - maintenance facilities including 
shop building and ancillary items, storage yard 
for commuter equipment, replacement of CP Rail 
Leaside freight storage facilities at Agincourt 
Yard. 


Agincourt (Toronto) Yard - additions or modi- 
fications to track, grading, bridges, signals, 
telecommunication pole line, required within the 
Yard as a result of accommodating track space for 
commuter services. 


TTC Interchanges - cost estimates provided by the 
Toronto Transit Commission for interchanges at 
commuter rail-subway interfaces. Estimates for 
real estate are not included. 


Radio Communication - antenna tower and radio 
equipment to provide communication between the 
CP train dispatcher and commuter trains. 


CP Rail Benefits - a negative cost which repre- 
sents those facilities built for the commuter 
service which CP Rail would expect to construct 
by 1980 to accommodate CP freight traffic with 
or without commuter services. 


Other Costs - a rough estimate provided by CP 
to cover items excluded from detailed evaluation 
such as land for additional right-of-way (land 
for parking lots included separately), altera- 
tions to underground facilities such as sewers 
and communication lines, alterations to above 
ground facilities such as power lines and extra 
grading costs such as landscaping and rock 
excavation. 


Parking Lots - estimates based on information 
supplied by MTC for station access, grading, 
surfacing and real estate. 


Toronto Terminals Railway - no estimate 


available. 
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(b) Equipment 


Estimates for GO Transit type equipment 
including spares for certain services. Details 


are given with the description of each service. 


Operating Costs (expressed on an annual basis) 


(a) Exclusive to Commuter Rail (includes costs 
directly and exclusively allocated to the commuter 
operation) 


Equipment Maintenance - cleaning interior and 


exterior of rolling stock and performing turn- 
around inspections; repair and maintenance of 
rolling stock including wages, fringe benefits, 
supervision and administration, and cost of 
material; maintenance of shop and Leaside Yard 
Storage tracks; coach refit. 


Train Operation - crew wages including fringe 
benefits; fuel costs. 


Ticket Collection - based on GO Transit ticket col- 
lection procedures which employ one or two men at each 
station plus several men at Union Station for 

ticket sales and collection; estimates include 

wages and fringe benefits for personnel. 


CP Management Fee - salaries and head office 
facility costs for managerial services applicable 
to the commuter operation, 


Leaside Land Rental - lease cost of land used at 
the Leaside Yard for maintenance shop and storage 
tracks. 


Parking Lot Maintenance - cost for general clean- 
ing and snow removal of parking lots. 


Supervision - staff costs and overheads for 
administration of commuter operation including 
salaries, fringe benefits, office supply, equip- 
ment and maintenance, and expenses for damage 
and injuries. 
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Joint Facilities 


Operating costs of joint facilities are 

shared between commuter service and CP on a 
wheelage formula basis. Wheelage is the ratio 
of commuter train 'car-miles' (both revenue 
and deadhead), to the ‘total car-miles' 


operated within the joint section. 


Maintenance-of-way - maintenance costs for track, 
bridges and structures, signals and other fixed 
facilities including such work as snow removal, 
rail testing and chemical weed killer. 


Operation Costs - operating costs of communica- 
tion systems, clerical staff, dispatching. 


Property, Taxes — for real estate within the Joint 
section. 


Toronto Terminals Railway - operating costs for 


the TTR are allocated on a per car basis between 
CP Rail, CNR and commuter services. 


Overhead 


Depreciation - an annual charge to the commuter 
service as its share of the replacement cost of 
a proportion of CP's present facilities, 
calculated as follows. The capital cost of new 
plant facilities (track, signals, structures) 
required for the implementation of commuter 
services and to be included in the joint section 
is subtracted from the present day evaluation of 
CP's existing plant facilities within the joint 
section that would remain after implementation 
of the commuter service. An average depreciation 
rate of 2.1% is applied to the difference to 
derive an annual depreciation charge which is 
shared on a car-mile basis. In essence, the 
reasoning behind this charge is that CP's share 
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in the capital evaluation of the joint section 
is larger than the commuter rail share, and 
therefore the commuter service should 
participate in the replacement cost of the 
extra amount attributable to CP. 


CPR Operating Fee - an annual charge to the 
commuter service which is considered as a fee 


to CP for operating the service, the ownership 
of the right-of-way, the loss of operating 
flexibility, and compensation for the risk of 
committing future expansion capacity; computed 
as 5% of the operating cost items included in 
2(a) and (b) above with the exclusion of parking 
lot maintenance. 


Return on Investment (R.O.I.) - annual charge to 
the commuter service as its share of the interest 
charges on CP's investment in fixed facilities 
jointly used by the commuter service; a total 
R.O.1. of 16% before tax on CP's present 
depreciated investment in joint facilities was 
proportioned according to the wheelage formula. 


Streetsville - Malvern via North Toronto 


(Tables 5.2 to 5.8; services CP-Al, CP-A2, CP-Al-1) 


As shown in Figure 16, existing facilities on this 
route consist of about 32 miles of two track main line involv- 
ing three subdivisions - Belleville, North Toronto and Galt. 
Train movements on this route are governed by C.T.C. from 
Nielson Road to Dixie. This provides full control over both 
CP and CN moves at the West Toronto Diamond” grade crossings. 
West of Dixie, train movements are controlled by A.B.S. From 
a traffic standpoint this route is comprised of the most 


heavily used sections of track in the entire CP system. 


i ees eS eee ee ee 

1. The West Toronto Diamond is a major bottleneck in the Toronto 
CN and CP rail system. It actually consists of three distinct 
crossings requiring a total of eight diamonds. 
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The major CP rail yards in the Toronto area are 
located adjacent to this route. The Toronto Yard for the 
classification of traffic is located east of the existing 
Agincourt Station, between McCowans Road and Markham Road, 
at the junction of the Belleville and Havelock subdivisions 
(see Figure 3). Smaller yards are located at Leaside, which 
is used primarily for the storage of equipment and for 
serving local industries, and at Obico which is used mainly 


for piggyback and container traffic. 


Existing station facilities along this route were 
considered for commuter use. In cases where the locations 
of these stations were suitable for commuter use, appropriate 
modifications were proposed. Existing station sites are 
located at Agincourt (Sheppard at Brimley), Leaside (at 
Millwood), North Toronto (Yonge Street), Cooksville (under- 
pass at Highway 5), and Streetsville (junction of Galt and 


Orangeville subdivisions). 


Commuter station locations on this route were out- 
lined in Chapter 3 as shown in Figure 10. The same locations 
were used for both limited and full service evaluations. 
Equipment storage and maintenance facilities for all commuter 


services were assumed to be located at the existing Leaside 


Yard. 


The following schedule was adopted for both limited 


and full services: 


Westward Station Eastward 
(minutes) (miles to Summerhill) (minutes ) 
00 Malvern (12.3) Aer. 55 
05 Agincourt (8.9) 50 
10 Victoria Park (5.9) 45 
13 Don Mills (4.2) 42 
17 Leaside (2.4) 38 


(continued) 
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(continued) 

ene te aa ee 
Al Arxry Dep. 34 

Summerhill (0) 

24 Dep. Arr. bv 
de | Spadina (1.3) 28 
36 Islington (7.9) 19 
41 Dixie (11.9) 14 
46 Cooksville (14.5) 09 
50 Erindale (16.6) 05 
55 Arr. Streetsville (19.4) 00 


Note: All times are departure times except where noted. 
All intermediate stops are assumed to be 0.5 minutes. 


The following comments relate specifically to each 


service evaluated on this route. 


1. Limited Service CP-Al 


A lead time of 1 1/2 to 2 years would be required 
to implement this service, with the major constraint being 


the delivery time on equipment. 


(a) Plant Additions and Modifications (Table 5.2) 


In the evaluation of limited services, additions 
and modifications to existing plant were designed 
to overcome difficulties at specific bottleneck 
areas to ensure that the operation of each commuter 
train would be reliable. The assumption was made 
that the limited service would be a forerunner to 

a full service. Consequently, the facilities 
required for the limited service have been designed 


as components of the full service requirements. 
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Figure 17 indicates that no substantial additions 
would be required in terms of continuous main line 
tracks on this route. The A.B.S. signal system 
between Streetsville and Erindale would be altered 
to permit C.7.C. train control in thie area, 


Other changes required are noted as follows: 


- construction of short sections of third 
main track at Kennedy, North Toronto and 
Obico; 


- a third main track at grade at West Toronto; 


- modification and additions to trackage and 
Signal systems to accommodate stations at 
Victoria Park, Spadina, and Islington; 


- construction of 12 commuter station plat- 
forms; 


- storage tracks and maintenance stop at 
Leaside, with the resulting need to revise 
the main track layout and to replace 
existing CP Rail yard trackage; 


- circuit changes to grade crossing signal 
systems to accommodate higher train speeds. 


(ob) Equipment Requirements (Table 5.2) 


Four sets of equipment would be required to provide 
the morning service of 30 minute headways and three 
sets would be required for the afternoon service of 
60 minute headways. Trains would be stored at the 


Leaside Yard during off-peak times and overnight 
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and weekends. Total units required are shown 


below including standby equipment. 


- Locos Coaches Control Cars 
Service 4 36 4 
Standby 1 4 
Total 5 36 8 


A standby requirement of 4 control cars (coaches with 
control cabs for push-pull capability) has been 
established in order that these units could be used 


either as spare coaches or as spare control cars. 


(c) Operating Considerations (Tables 5.3 and 5.4) 


The collective agreements between CP and the Unions 
indicate that a total of 7 crews per weekday would 


be required for this limited service. 


For ticket collection, two men would be required at 
each station other than North Toronto for each peak 
period. At North Toronto, three men would be 


required. 


2. Full Service CP-A2 


A lead time of about three years would be required 


to implement this service. 


(a) Plant Additions and Modifications (Table 5.2) 


This service was designed with the objective of 
overcoming overall congestion along the entire 
route and of ensuring that the operation of each 


commuter train would be reliable. The service 
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characteristics indicate that, in already busy 
freight traffic areas, there would be 43 meets 
between two revenue trains and approximately 20 
meets between revenue trains and deadhead 
equipment moves. On each of these occasions, 
commuter trains would require the use of two 
main tracks. As indicated in Figure 18, 
substantial facility changes would be necessary 
to accommodate an additional continuous third 


track along the majority of the route. 


The following additions to and/or modification 


of present facilities would be required: 


A continuous third main track between 
Kennedy and Thorncliffe Road - a distance 
of 18.6 miles; 


- a third main track between the Etobicoke 
River to Highway No.5 - 2.35 miles; 


- a third main track at Erindale - 2.5 miles; 


- construction and realignment of trackage 
from Kennedy to the yard entrance at 
McCowans, to release a track to carry 
commuter trains around yard congestion; 


- a depressed track to separate commuter trains 
from other traffic at West Toronto (noted as 
Grade Separation 3 in Figure 18); 


- an elevated track to carry commuter trains 
over the congested area at Obico (noted as 
Grade Separation 4 in Figure 18); 


- construction of 12 commuter station platforms; 
- reconstruction and extension of the signal 


system to full double direction C.T.C. over 
the entire route; 
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- storage tracks and maintenance shOp at 
Leaside, with the resulting need to 
revise the main track layout, and to 
replace existing CP Rail yard trackage. 


The provision of these facilities would require 
Major construction at some locations, while at 
others, upgrading of existing track would be 
sufficient. In particular, the provision of a 
third main track would necessitate the 


reconstruction of the following major facilities: 
- Little Don River bridge (900 ft.) 
~ Don: River Viaduct (810 2e.) 
- Don Roadway bridge (386 ft.) 


- Humber River bridge (471 ft.) 


(b) Equipment Requirements (Table 5.2) 


Seven push-pull train sets would be required to 
operate the specified 20 minute peak period 
service. For the hourly service during off-peak 
hours and weekends, three self-propelled (SP) 
train sets would be required. Total units 


required are shown below including standby equip- 


ment: 
Locos SP Coaches Control Cars 
Service 7 6 63 
Standby rE Z 0 
iver arc l 8 8 63 7 
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It should be noted that no standby coaches have 
been included for the push-pull consists. It 
was assumed that equipment would be designed to 
enable a locomotive to trail SP-units, in 
order that the SP equipment could be used as 


standby units during peak periods. 


Operating Considerations (Tables 5.3 and 5.4) 


The agreements between CP and the unions would 
permit the service to operate with 14 crews on 


weekdays and 6 crews on weekends. 


Ticket collection would require two men for each 
of two shifts at stations with one extra man for 
each peak period during weekdays. Twice this 
number would be required for the North Toronto 


station. 


3. Limited Service Variation CP-Al-1 


In the cost analysis for this three train service, 


two options were considered: 


(i) 


(ia) 


to perform a detailed analysis similar to that 
required for CP-Al in order to derive an 
entirely new set of estimates for plant, equip- 


ment, and operating costs; 


to assume the same estimates for plant changes 
as for CP-Al but to increase equipment require- 


ments as required for the three train service. 
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Option (i) would be more exact but due to time and budgetary 
constraints option (ii) was chosen with certain qualifying 
assumptions. 


If option (i) had been pursued, it is quite 
possible that the design would have indicated that with some 
minor schedule adjustments, the 4 consists required for CP-Al 
could be cycled in order to achieve the 3 train CP-Al-1 
service. Since the cycling of equipment would create 
additional commuter train meets, however, plant costs would 
be required in addition to those derived from CP-Al to avoid 
congestion at 'meet' locations. In order to determine an 
equivalent cost for these plant additions without performing 
a detailed design, CP analysts suggested that the plant 
requirements for CP-Al could be considered adequate if 2 train 
sets were utilized in addition to the 4 required for CP-Al. 
In other words, without cycling equipment and therefore 
increasing the number of train meets, the plant estimates for 
CP-Al should be satisfactory for CP-Al-1l. To complement this 
assumption, CP analysts suggested that the cost of plant plus 
equipment for CP-Al-1 thus derived should be considered as a 
"total" cost within which trade-offs could be considered 
between equipment and plant. If a CP-Al-1l service were 
seriously considered for implementation, the service specifi- 
cations may actually dictate that a detailed analysis would 


be necessary for the following three options: 


(i) equipment purchases as for CP-Al, 4 train sets; 
(ii) five train sets; 
(iii) six train sets 


with corresponding degrees of plant investment. Thus the 
"total" cost for plant and equipment presented in Table 5.5 
could be varied between equipment purchases and plant 


improvements. 
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It should be noted, however, that if an option to 
improve plant and minimize equipment purchases were chosen, 
the difference between the "total" capital costs of CP-Al-1l 
versus CP-Al might be less than $6 million shown in 
Table 5.5. Furthermore, since operating costs are largely 
dependent on the number of trains in service, operating 
costs could be less than those presented here for CP-Al-l. 
In summary, then, the assumptions used in deriving costs for 


: : ‘ : 2: 
this service produce conservative estimates. 


(a) Plant Additions and Modifications (Table 5.5) 


As explained above, the plant requirements for 
this service were assumed to be the same as for 
CP-Al. The only difference between the plant 
costs in Table 5.5 and those for CP-Al in 

Table 5.2 relate to the grading and surfacing 
requirements for parking lots. Since CP-Al-1 
would provide greater peak period capacity, 


parking lot sizes were increased accordingly. 


(b) Equipment Requirements (Table 5.5) 


In view of the considerations noted above, a 
total of six train sets would be required to 
operate the three train service with 30 minute 


headways from both Malvern and Streetsville. Total 
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1. Similar assumptions are used for the derivation of 
"conservative estimates" for CP-Bl-1l and CP-Bl, as described 
in the following sections. 
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Units required are shown below including 


standby equipment: 


Locos Coaches Contro., Cans 
Service 6 54 6 
Standby 1 0 6 


di 54 Le 


As in the case of CP-Al, it was assumed that the 
spare control cars would also be used as spare 


coaches. 


(c) Operating Considerations (Tables 5.6, 5.7) 


The collective agreements between CP and the 
unions indicate that a total of 11 crews per 
weekday would be required for this service. 
Manpower requirements for ticket collection would 


be the same as for CP-Al. 


Streetsville - Malvern via Union 
aE a aN LN A a SN 


(Tables 5.2 to 5.8, services CP-Bl, CP-B2, CP-Bl-1) 


As shown in Figure 16, this route is comprised of 
the same sections of track as for the route via North Toronto 


except between West Toronto and Leaside. The route consists 
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of 20.3 miles of double main track from Streetsville to 

Union (Galt Subdivision), 3.4 miles of single track from 

Union to Leaside, and 12 miles of double main track from 
Leaside to Malvern (Belleville subdivision). Train move- 
ments on this route are supervised by A.B.S. from Streetsville 
to Dixie, C.T.C. frommMixie to West Toronto, A.B.S. from West 
Toronto to the T.T.R. AccatvGe tra tie fT... to Netigon Road. 
From a traffic standpoint, freight movements between Leaside 
and West Toronto are substantially less via Union than via 
North Toronto. This route is exposed to the same freight 

yard areas as the North Toronto route. In addition, the T.T.R. 
presents another restrictive area through which commuter 


trains must move. 


In comparison to the North Toronto route, this route 
has the same number of existing station sites. Commuter 
station locations on this route were outlined in Chapter 3 as 
shown in Figure 10. Instead of Spadina and Summerhill for 
the North Toronto route, Union and Bloor were included. The 
Bloor station provides an interchange with the Bloor subway at 
the TTC Dundas West station. As in the case of the North 
Toronto route, station locations chosen for this route were 
used for both limited and full service evaluations. Further- 
more, equipment storage and maintenance facilities for all 


commuter services were located at the Leaside yard. 
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The following schedule was assumed for both limited 
and full services: 


Westward Station Eastward 
(minutes) (miles to Union) (minutes) 
00 Malvern (15.4) Arr. 62 
05 Agincourt (12.0) 7 
10 Victoria Park. (9.6) 52 
13 Doh Miltsrt4. 3} 49 
Ls Leaside (5.5) 45 
25 Arr. Dep. 36 
Union Station (0) 

28 Dep. Aer $ 33 
eh) Bloor (3.9) 26 
42 LSignguon. Casa) 19 
47 Dixie (12.8) i3 
52 Cooksville (15.4) 09 
57 Erindale (17.5) 05 
62 ALT. Streetsville (20.3) 00 


Note: All times are departure times except where noted. All 
intermediate stops are assumed to be 0.5 minutes. 


The following comments relate specifically to each 


service evaluated on this route. 


1. Limited Service CP-Bl 


A lead time of 1 1/2 to 2 years would be required 
to implement this service, with the major constraint being 


the delivery time on equipment. 
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Plant Additions and Modifications (Table 5.2) 


For this service, the same plant changes would 
be required as for limited service (CP-Al) via 
North Toronto but with the following two 
exceptions relating to the section between West 
Toronto and Leaside: 


- construction of short sections of third 
main track at North Toronto would not be 
required; 


- modification and additions to track and 
Signal systems to accommodate a station 
at Spadina would not be required. 


No significant plant changes will be required 


between West Toronto and Leaside through Union. 


Equipment Requirements (Table 5.2) 


The same equipment purchases as for the limited 
service via North Toronto (CP-Al) would be required 


for this service. 


Operating Considerations (Tables 5.3 and 5.4) 


As for the North Toronto route, 7 crews per weekday 
would be required for this service. Ticket 
collection requirements would also be similar to 
CP-Al whereby two men would be required at each 
station other than Union for each peak period, and 


three men would be required at Union. 
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With respect to Table 5.3, it should be noted 
that the significant difference between the 
total annual operating costs of a service via 
North Toronto and a service via Union, is mainly 
due to the inclusion of an operating charge for 
the TYR in the case.of services via Union. 


2. Full Service CP-B2 


A lead time of about three years would be required 


to implement this service. 


(a) 


Plant Additions and Modifications (Table 5.2) 


As indicated in Figure 18, substantial facility 
changes would be necessary to accommodate an 
additional third main line along the majority of 
the route. In fact, the same plant additions 
described under full service CP-A2 would be 


required with the following exceptions: 


- A third track between Leaside and West 
Toronto (a distance of 6 miles), and the 
depressed track at West Toronto would 
not be required; 


- instead, a third main track would be 
necessary from Parkdale to West Toronto, 
a distance of 2.3 miles, and also from 
Thorncliffe Road to Etobicoke River, 
Let Mian 


= in addition, a third track at grade level 
through the West Toronto area would be 
required. 
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(b) Equipment Requirements (Table 5.2) 


This service would have the same equipment 
requirements as the full service via North 
Toronto (CP-A2). 


(c) Operating Considerations (Tables 5.3 and 5.4) 


Requirements for crews and station personnel 
would be the same as for the full service via 
North Toronto (CP-A2). 


3. Limited Service Variation CP-Bl-l 


For the cost analysis of this three train service, 
the same assumptions and qualifications with respect to the 
derivation of plant and equipment costs for CP-Al-l (via 
North Toronto) apply. As a consequence, the difference 
between plant costs as presented in Table 5.5 for this 
service and plant costs presented in Table 5.2 for CP-Bl, 
relates to the increase in parking lot costs resulting from 
the increase in peak period capacity. Equipment require- 
ments for six train sets plus spares are the same as for 
CP-Al-1l. Crew and station personnel requirements for this 


service would also be the same as for CP-Al-l. 


The major difference in operating costs between 
CP-Bl-1 and CP-Al-1 relates to the inclusion of an operating 
charge for the TTR in the case of the CP-Bl-1l service via 


Union. 
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Malvern - Union 


(Tables 5.5 to 5.8; Service CP-Cl) 


This three train service is the eastern half of 
the CP-Bl-1l service. It is treated separately to distinguish 
it from the "through" routes via Union and via North Toronto 
(routes B and A respectively). Similar assumptions, criteria, 
and specifications as for the CP-Bl-1 service were used, 
except that only the section of the route between Union and 


Malvern was considered. 
(a) Plant Additions and Modifications (Table 5.5) 


As suggested by CP, cost estimates for track, 
structures and signals applicable to the section 
of track between Union and Malvern were derived 
from the relevant costs presented for the CP-Bl 
service (Streetsville through to Malvern) by 
proportioning the costs from CP-Bl according to 
Mileage. The route mileage of the CP-B services 
is 35.7 miles, while the Union to Malvern section 
measures 15.4 miles. This ratio was also used 
to derive the "Other Cost" category. For the 
remaining plant cost categories under CP-Cl, 
either the entire cost from CP-Bl was used as in 
the case of the Leaside Yard, or discrete 
components of the cost under CP-Bl were used as 


in the case of stations and parking lots. 


In addition, specific modifications to plant 
between Union and Malvern can be abstracted from 
the list of items presented under the limited 
service CP-Al as follows: 


- construction of a short section of third 
main track at Kennedy; 
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= modification and additions to trackage 
and signal system to accommodate the 
Victoria Park Station; 


- construction of 5 commuter station platforms; 


= storage tracks and maintenance shop at 
Leaside, with the resulting need to revise 
the main track layout and to replace existing 
CP Rail yard trackage; 


- circuit changes to grade crossing signal 
systems to accommodate higher train speeds. 


(b) Equipment Requirements (Table 5.5) 


Three sets of equipment plus spares would be 
required to operate the service in each peak period. 
Total units required are shown below including 


standby equipment. 


Locos Coaches COncrol.Cars 
Service 3 Zu 3 
Standby 1 0 3 


Total 4 2, 6 


No spare coaches have been included since spare 


control cars can operate as spare coaches. 


(c) Operating Considerations (Tables 5.6 and 5.7) 


A total of 6 crews per weekday would be required. 
For ticket collection, two men would be required 
at each station other than Union for each peak 


period. At Union, three men would be required. 
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Description of Cost Items 


A description of the services analysed on CN lines 
is presented in Table 5.9 for the basic limited and full 
services and in Table 5.14 for limited service variations on 
the Richmond Hill line. The costs provided by CN for the 
basic limited and full services on the Georgetown (CN-Al, 
CN-A2) and Richmond Hill routes (CN-Bl, CN-B2) are shown in 
Tables 5.10,,and,.5 <t1 @,Zable 5.12 contains unit annual 
operating costs derived from Table 5.11. A summary of the 
basic cost information provided for limited services CN-Al 
and CN-Bl and for full services CN-A2 and CN-B2 is presented 
in Table 5.13. A comparison of capital and operating costs 
for all services considered on the Richmond Hill line 


(CN-Bl, B2,-B3,; B4, 85) Ls) summarized »in Table, 5. 15. 


The following definitions describe the meaning of 
cost items indicated in the table: 
1. Capital }Gosts 


(a) Plant Facilities 


Track and Structures - additions or modifications 
to the joint section of railway plant including 
main line track, sidings, switches, grading, 
overpasses for rail/rail crossings, bridges, 
retaining walls. Includes overnight storage 
facilities at Richmond Hill or Georgetown. 


Stations - construction of 850' platforms, fencing, 
lighting, ticket booths, shelters, pedestrian 
underpasses; track, grading and signals related 
to certain stations. 
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Signals - additional costs incurred by changing 
from train orders to an A.B.S. or C.T.C. system 
or, from: am AwBs ie, te--a) C4 Coo system ; 


Real Estate - estimates for strips of land to 
expand the existing right-of-way in order to 
incorporate additional plant facilities. This 
does not include land for parking lots, subway 
interchange facilities, or land for equipment 
storage and maintenance facilities. 


Willowbrook Expansion - estimates to expand the 
existing Willowbrook shop and storage facility 
now used for GO Transit equipment, in order to 
accommodate equipment from new services. Real 
estate costs are excluded. (Willowbrook is 
located between Long Branch and Mimico stations 
on the GO Transit line). 


Land for Willowbrook Expansion - availability of 


property dictates that only moderate growth can 

be accommodated at Willowbrook. Expansion of 

this facility will require further study and may 
not be the best long term answer for equipment 
maintenance if additional commuter services are 
planned and if the construction of Metro Centre 
requires that CN's Spadina maintenance facility 

be relocated to the Willowbrook area. Because 

of these factors, it may be necessary to construct 
a new maintenance facility at another location. 
The additional cost of acquiring land at Willow- 
brook or at some other location was not 

identified by CN and is therefore indicated to 

be unknown in the appropriate column for this 

cost category. Note that this item does not apply 
to the Georgetown limited service. 


Toronto Terminals Railway - not applicable to the 


Georgetown limited service. Estimates not 
available for other services. 


Bloor Subway Interchange - estimates provided by 
the TTC for this facility are applicable only to 
services on the Georgetown line where an inter- 
face with the Bloor Subway is possible at the 
Dundas West subway station. Estimates for real 
estate requirements are not included. 
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CN Telecommunications - modifications required 
to telecommunication facilities to incorporate 
the signal system required for full services. 


Parking Lots - estimates based on information 
supplied by MTC for station access, grading, 
surfacing and real estate for parking lots. 


(b) Equipment 


Estimates for GO Transit type equipment including 
spares for certain services. Costs based on 10 
coach peak period consists. Details are given 


with the.description of each service. 


2. Operating Costs (expressed on an annual basis) 


Equipment Maintenance - daily and periodic 


cleaning of coaches and locomotives; running 
repairs, mileage inspections, and periodic 
maintenance of units; includes overheads 
applicable to Willowbrook operation due to 

shop expansion and increased work force. Back- 
shopping of locomotives is not included. 


Maintenance of way - maintenance costs of new 
track and signals, additional wear and tear on 
existing trackage, plus land taxes on new real 
estate. 


Station Expenses - includes one night watchman 
at overnight storage facilities at Georgetown 
and Richmond Hill, the net change in CN/CP 
sharing of the TTR expenses if additional 
wheelage is charged to CN, and station personnel 
for ticket collection. 


Train operation - crew wages excluding fringe 
benefits; fuel costs. 
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Railway Surcharge - CN designated a mark-up 
of 35% on direct operating costs (equipment 


maintenance + maintenance of way + station 
expenses + train operation), as compensation 
for additional fixed expenses that would be 
incurred by CN in operating a commuter service. 
Expenses would include return on investment, 
depreciation and maintenance expenses for track, 
Spadina shops, and CN stations that would be 
incorporated into a commuter service, plus over- 
head expenses as a result of TTR use, and CN 
management, administration and general over- 
head expenses. 


Station and Parking Lot Maintenance - estimate 


based on information provided by GO Transit 
for general cleaning, maintenance, and snow 
removal applicable to stations and parking lots. 


Coach Refit - estimate provided by study team of 
equivalent annual cost of refitting coaches 
which would probably be necessary every 10 years 
at a one-time unit cost of $40,000. 


Supervision - estimate provided by study team for 
Supervision and administration of commuter 
service by sponsor. 


Georgetown/Brampton - Union 
(Tables 5.9 to 5.13; services CN-Al, CN-A2) 


As shown in Figure 16, existing facilities on this 
29.4 mile route consist of various single and double track 
sections involving the CN Halton and Weston Subdivisions. 
Train movements are now governed by A.B.S. from the T.T.R. 
to Weston, by train orders from Weston to Halwest (junction 
of Halton, Weston, and York Subdivisions) and by C.T.C. from 
Halwest to Georgetown. From a traffic standpoint, the 
majority of CN's freight traffic from or to the west uses the 
Halton Subdivision as a connecting link to the CN freight 


classification yard at Maple. 
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As with CP lines, existing station facilities 
along this route were considered for commuter use. Where 
locations were suitable, additions or modifications were 
proposed. Existing station sites are located at Georgetown, 
Brampton, Malton, Weston, West Toronto and Parkdale. 
Commuter station locations on this route were outlined in 
Chapter 3 and shown in Figure 10. 


Analysis of the limited service CN-Al was based 
on running trains from Georgetown to Union with the following 
stations: Georgetown, Brampton (east of Kennedy Road), 
Bramalea (south of Steeles), Malton (existing station site), 
Weston (existing station site), Bloor (at Dundas West subway 
station) and Union. For the full service CN-A2, an 
additional station site was selected at Rexdale (just west 
of Kipling Ave.), the Malton station was moved just south of 
Derry Road, and the other stations outlined above for the 
limited service CN-Al remained in the same location. Off- 
peak trains of the full service would only operate between 
Brampton and Union, a distance of 21.3 miles. The Georgetown 


station would only be used for peak period trains. 


Normal equipment servicing and maintenance would 
be performed at Willowbrook, except for locomotive periodic 
maintenance at the Spadina shops and turnaround cleaning at 


Georgetown. 


The following sections relate specifically to each 


service evaluated on this route. 


1. Limited Service CN-Al 


The Province of Ontario has already announced that 


a three train service will be introduced between Georgetown 
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and Union in late 1973. With the introduction of this 
service, CN has assumed that approval would be obtained 

from the Canadian Transport Commission to discontinue 

trains 986 and 987 between Guelph and Toronto. Although the 
new service to Georgetown will initially consist of shorter 
trains than were assumed for this study, the basic informa- 
tion presented here formed the basis of design for the new 


service. 


Equipment would be cycled to travel inbound to 
Toronto in the morning, layover at the Willowbrook depot 
during the off-peak daytime hours, and travel outbound 
to Georgetown at night. The equipment would be deadheaded 


to Willowbrook on weekends for storage. 


The description of this service is summarized in 


Table 5.9. The following schedule was assumed: 


Inbound Station Outbound 
(minutes) (miles to Union) (minutes) 
00 Georgetown (29.4) Arr. 55 
10 Brampton 1 PE 9 45 
16 Bramalea (el Wai) 38 
22 Malton ULowa? oe 
a2 Weston (8.6) 21 
40 Bloor (4.0) +2 
5 27 Piste Union (0) 00 


Note: All times are departure times except where 
noted. 
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(a) Plant Additions and Modifications (Table 5.10) 


CN also assumed that a limited service would 
precede a full service, and therefore facilities 
required for a limited service have been designed 


as components of a full service. 


Figure 17 indicates that no substantial additions 
would be required in terms of continuous main 

line tracks on this route. The train order signal 
system between Halwest and Weston would be 
converted to an A.B.S. system. Other changes 


required are noted as follows: 


- facilities at Georgetown for storage and 
servicing of equipment overnight; 


- service tracks between Halwest and Rexdale 
to remove industrial activity from the 
Main line; 


= construction of new stations at Bramalea and 
Bloor and improvements to four existing 
stations; modification and additions to track 
and signals to accommodate all stations; 


- additional facilities at Willowbrook to 
accommodate storage and maintenance of three 
train sets. 


It should be noted that this service can be accommo- 
dated with the present TTR facilities. Some 
rescheduling of the Lakeshore GO Transit service 
will be required in order to integrate the services 


at Union. 
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(b) Equipment Requirements (Table 5.10) 


Three sets of equipment would be required as 
follows: 3 locomotives, 27 coaches, 3 control 
cars. No standby equipment was included since 
it was assumed that new equipment would be 
pooled with the existing GO Transit fleet for 
which standby equipment will be necessary in 
any case when a programme of backshopping 


commences. 


(c) Operating Considerations (Tables 5.11 and 5.12) 


The agreements between CN and the unions dictate 
that a total of 6 crews per weekday would be 
required to operate this three train limited 
service. For at station ticket collection, two 
men would be required at each station other 

than Union. Existing Union Station ticket 
collection staff is expected to be able to handle 
the additional load from the forthcoming George- 
town limited service and therefore costs for 


Union personnel were not included. 


2. Full Service CN-A2 


The description for this service is shown in 
Table 5.9. A lead time of at least three years would be 
required to make the necessary plant changes and to acquire 
suitable equipment. Since a limited three train service 


from Georgetown would be in operation prior to introduction 
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of a full service, it has been assumed these three trains 
would continue to serve Georgetown during peak periods. 
The additional trains required for the full service have been 


assumed to operate only as far as Brampton. 


The following schedule was assumed: 


Inbound Stations Outbound 
(minutes) (miles to Union) (minutes) 
00 Georgetown (29.4) Arr. 48 
10 Brampton (20.1) 38 
14 Bramalea (17.5) 34 
19 Malton (14.7) 29 
26 Rexdale(11.0) £1 
31 Weston (7.9) 15 
38 Bloor (4.0) 08 
36 Arr. Union (0.0) 00 


Note: All times are departure times except where 
noted. Only three peak period trains would 
stop at Georgetown. 


(a) Plant Additions and Modifications (Table 5.10) 


As indicated in Figure 18, substantial facility 
changes would be required in order to double or 
triple track certain sections of the line, and 
also to convert the entire route to C.T.C. double 
direction train control. In addition to those 
Changes required for the limited service CN-Al, 
the following additions or modifications would be 
required: 


- a railway grade separation at the West 
Toronto grade crossing, noted as Grade 
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Separation 2 in Figure 18, plus 

a by-pass track at grade for heavy 
freight trains and connecting movements 
to West Toronto Yard; 


- double tracking of the present single 
track section of the route between 
Halwest and West Toronto, together with 
relocation of ancillary tracks and 
facilities; 


- a third main line on the Halton Subdivision 
between Halwest and a point just east of 
Brampton, a distance of 3 miles, and one 
mile of double tracking just east of 
Brampton; 


- extension of service tracks on the Halton 
subdivision to remove industrial activity 
from the main tracks between Halwest and 
Brampton; 


- upgrading of the signal system between 
Halwest and the TTR to full double direction 
C.T.C.;, and ancorporation .of.:adei1tionss 
track on the Halton subdivision in the 
existing C.7 Cc. system; 


- new facilities at the Malton area to 
accommodate a station just south of Derry 
Road; construction of a new station at 
Rexdale; 


- a new equipment depot or expansion of 
Willowbrook; 


- plant revisions to the TTR to provide 
additional capacity, although no cost is 
shown for this item. 


(b) Equipment Requirements (Table 5.10) 


In addition to the equipment required for the 
limited service (CN-Al), self-propelled equip- 
ment would be required to operate during off- 


peak hours and weekends. A four coach SP consist 
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would operate before and after the three 
push-pull consists designated for the 

limited service in order to augment peak 
period capacity. Off-peak and weekend 
operations would require two consists of two 
coach SP units. Total units required for the 
operation of this service are shown below 


including standby equipment: 


Locos SP Coaches Control iGars 
Service 3 8 27 3 
Standby . 1 
Total 4 10 29 3 


(c)Operating Considerations (Tables 5.11, 5.12) 


A total of 9 crews would be required to operate 
this service on a weekday. Ticket collection 
personnel would be required as follows: two men 
at Georgetown, four men at Brampton, Bramalea, 
Malton, Rexdale, Weston, Bloor and twelve 


additional men at Union. 


Richmond Hill - Union 


(Tables 5.9 to 5.15; services CN-Bl, CN-B2, 
CN-B3, CN-B4, CN-B5) 
As shown in Figure 16, this section of the Bala 
subdivision consists of 21 miles of single track under C.T.C. 
train control. The only existing station on this route is 


located in the centre of Richmond Hill. 
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Commuter station locations on this route were 
outlined in Chapter 3 and shown in Figure 10. Stations 
at Richmond Hill (south end of town), Thornlea, Finch, 
and York Mills were specified for analysis of both limited 
and full services. 


Equipment storage, servicing, and maintenance were 
assumed to be performed at the Willowbrook depot, although 
constraints on land availability at this location would 
probably force this facility to be moved to another location. 
Periodic maintenance of locomotives would be performed at 


Spadina and turnaround cleaning at Richmond Hill. 


A basic two train limited service (CN-Bl) and a full 
service (CN-B2) were evaluated in detail by CN. Limited service 
variations CN-B3, CN-B4, and CN-B5 were estimated by the study 
team in collaboration with CN using the basic information 
provided for CN-Bl and CN-B2. The following comments relate 


specifically to each service evaluated on this route. 


1. Limited Service CN-Bl 


The description of this two train service is shown in 
Table 5.9. A lead time of 12 to 18 months would be required, 
the major constraint probably being the delivery time on 


equipment. 


Equipment would be cycled to travel to Toronto in 
the morning, layover in the Willowbrook depot during the day, 
travel outbound to Richmond Hill in the afternoon peak 
period, and layover there at night. The equipment would be 


deadheaded to Willowbrook on weekends for storage. 
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The following schedule was assumed for this 


service: 


Inbound Station Outbound 
(minutes) (miles to Union) (minutes) 
00 Richmond Hill (20.8) Arr. 50 
07 Thornlea (17.0) 42 
14 Pinch iat eee lL) 35 
22 York Millis (11.0) 27 
45 “Arr. Union (0) 00 


Note: All times are departure times except where 
noted. 


(a) Plant Additions and Modifications (Table 5.10) 


Consistent with the analysis for services on the 
Georgetown line, facilities required for this 
limited service have been designed as components 


of a full service. 


Figure 17 indicates that no substantial additions 
would be required in terms of main line track or 


signal system. Plant changes are noted as follows: 


- a facility at Richmond Hill for storage and 
servicing of equipment overnight; 


- station facilities at Richmond Hill, 
Thornlea, Finch and York Mills; 


- replacement of spring switches for sidings 
at York Mills and Rosedale by power 
switches for remote control operation; 
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- additional facilities at Willowbrook 
depot to provide capacity for storage and 
maintenance of equipment (subject to 
possible relocation of Willowbrook as 
mentioned previously; note that land cost 
for Willowbrook is indicated as being 
unknown) ; 


- additions to the TTR may be required but 
a cost for this is also indicated as 
unknown. 


(b) Equipment Requirements (Table 5.10) 


Two sets of equipment would be required as follows: 
2 locomotives, 18 coaches, 2 control cars. No 
standby equipment was included for the same 


reasons given under the limited service CN-Al. 


(c) Operating Considerations (Tables 5.11 and 5.12) 


A total of 4 crews per weekday would be required 
to operate this service. Ticket collection would 
require two men at each suburban station for both 
peak periods and two additional men at Union 


Station. 


2. Full Service CN=-B2 


The description of this service is outlined in 
Table 5.9. Lead time of at least three years would be 


required for plant revisions and acquisition of equipment. 
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The following schedule was assumed: 


Inbound Station Outbound 
(minutes) (miles to Union) (minutes) 
00 Richmond Hill (20.8) Arr. SF 
06 Thornlea (17.0) 29 
10 Finch (14.1) 24 
16 York Mills (11.0) 19 
34 rah oe Union (0) 00 


Note: All times are departure times except where 
noted. 


(a) Plant Additions and Modifications (Table 5.10) 


As indicated in Figure 18, another main line track 
would be required for the entire length of the 
route. Train control would be augmented to full 
double direction C.T.C. In addition to those 
changes required for the limited service CN-Bl, 
the following changes would be required for this 


service: 


- additional main line track to provide a 
double track route from Richmond Hill to the 
the LTR; 


- a single track railway grade separation 
between the Bala subdivision and York 
subdivision (noted as Grade Separation 1 
in Figure 18) leaving the existing 
diamond crossing for freight operations; 


- relocation of tracks and switches in the 
vicinity of the Leaside branch track; 
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- a short section of service track at 
Thornlea to remove industrial traffic 
from the main tracks and to overcome 
grade differences caused by the grade 
separation; 


- upgrading of the signal system on the 
entire route to full double direction C.T.C.; 


- additional storage tracks for trains at 
Richmond Hill; 


- a new equipment depot or expansion of 
Willowbrook; 


- additional main line capacity equivalent 
to double track between Dundas Street and 
the Kingston subdivision in the vicinity 
of the 77R Limits; 


- plant revisions to provide additional 
capacity on the TTR, which have not been 
costed. 


(b) Equipment Requirements (Table 5.10) 


In addition to the equipment required for the 
limited service (CN-Bl), another push-pull 
consist would be required for peak periods, and 
self-propelled equipment would be required to 
operate during off-peak hours and weekends. 
Allocation of trainsets would be similar to that 
outlined under the full service to Georgetown. 
Total units required for the operation of this 


service are shown below including standby 


equipment: 
Locos SP Coaches Control Cars 
Service 3 8 27 3 
Standby 1 2 1 l 
Total - 10 28 4 
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(c) Operating Considerations (Tables 5.11, 5.12) 


A total of 10 crews would be required to operate 
this service on a weekday. Ticket collection 
personnel would be required as follows: four men 
at each suburban station and no additional men 


at Union. 


It was assumed that before a full service were 
contemplated in the Richmond Hill line, a full 
service would have been implemented on the 
Georgetown line whereby ticket collection 
personnel requirements would be sufficient to 


handle another full service. 


3. Limited Service Variations CN-B3, CN-B4, CN-B5 


In order to investigate the effect of increasing 
peak period capacity by adding trains, three additional 


limited services were specified as outlined in Table 5.14. 


Operating costs for these services were derived 
by the study team from the basic data provided by CN for 
the basic CN-Bl and CN-B2 services. Capital costs for plant 
changes were provided by CN in a separate analysis of these 
limited service variations. Equipment requirements are 


indicated for all three services in Table 5.14. 


Rather than provide detailed cost information for 
these services, a summary of costs was constructed as shown 


in Table 5.15. Services CN-Bl and CN-B2 are included for 


comparative purposes. 
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The mode of operation for these services would 
be similar to that described under CN-Bl. The following 
sections provide brief descriptions of the plant changes 


required under each service. 


Ca) Variation CN-B3: 


With three trains, it becomes necessary to allow 
for opposing CN moves on the section between 
Richmond Hill and the York subdivision, requiring 
a double track section in this area. South of 
the York subdivision, it would be necessary to 
allow for fleeting plus some opposing moves 
between commuter trains. This would require the 
relocation and construction of certain sidings 
and storage tracks with corresponding replacement 
and relocation of power switches. Changes to 


the signal system would also be required. 


Furthermore, storage capacity would be required 
at Richmond Hill and at Willowbrook. Provisions 
for stations would be the same as outlined under 


CN=Bl. 


(ii) Variation CN-B4: 


Although opposing movements by commuter trains 
would not be required, it would be necessary to 
allow for opposing CN movements. Double track 
sections and a railway grade separation at the 


York subdivision would also be required. 
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Specifically, the section between Steeles 
Avenue and Richmond Hill would require: a 
second main line, two sets of crossovers, a 
Single track crossing over the York sub- 
Givision, and a new service track in the 
vicinity of John Street. Between Steeles and 
the TTR, plant changes would be as follows: 

a second main line 3.3 miles in length which 
incorporates the existing Oriole siding; 
replacement of storage track at Oriole; a 
second main line, about 5 miles in length, 
connecting to the TTR and incorporating the 
existing Rosedale siding. In addition, storage 
facilities would be required at Richmond Hill 
and at Willowbrook. Provisions for stations 


would be the same as outlined under CN-Bl. 


(iii) Variation CN-B5 


This service is basically the same as the CN-B4 
service with the exception of train size. 
Requirements would be the:same as for CN-B4 

but additional capacity would be required at 
Richmond Hill and Willowbrook. 
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HOLOMeEO Vetmiriiaues Railway and Metro Centre 


Throughout this chapter, reference has been made to 
the TTR and the associated Metro Centre development. The 
existing TTR corridor extends from Bathurst Street in the 
west through Union Station to the Don River in the east 
(approximate limits are indicated on Figures 16 to 18). 
From the west, trains enter the TTR via the CN Oakville, 
CN Weston and CP Galt subdivisions which converge at a 
confined section of track at Bathurst Street. Capacity re- 
striction at this point iS compounded by deadhead moves 
caused by commuter trains departing or returning to the 
Willowbrook depot. In addition to the Bathurst Street bottle- 
neck, there are constraints on track and platform utilization 
within Union Station itself. Due to these restrictions, 
additional commuter services from the west, over and above 
the existing GO Transit service and the proposed Georgetown 
limited service, could not be adequately accommodated without 
major plant improvements involving a rail/rail grade separ- 


gTeLON ak Bacwtiesit. 


With respect to services from the east, either a limited 
Richmond Hill service or a limited Malvern service could 
probably be accommodated without plant changes. However, 
further services from the east would require significant changes 
to plant in the form of a rail/rail grade separation in order 


to avoid conflicting movements in the Don area. 


Other factors affect the design of a new downtown railway 
plant corridor. Major street changes such as the extension of 
Front Street West to the Gardiner Expressway and the design of 


the western section of Metro Centre must be well defined for 
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the adjacent rail corridor to conform. 


The Metro Centre plan for the redevelooment of the 
downtown railway lands calls for relocating the TTR rail 
corridor on a southerly alignment paralleling the Gardiner 
Expressway. If limited services on the Georgetown and 
Richmond Hill (or Malvern) routes were added to existing 
services, the new corridor would require capacity similar 
to that provided by the existing TTR corridor with minimal 
improvements. Full commuter service on new routes and/or 
increased frequency on the Lakeshore would present the same 
problems for the Metro Centre rail corridor as for the 
existing TTR corridor. Grade separations would be required 


at roughly the same cost in either case. 


The new Metro Centre corridor can be designed to accommo- 
date a high level of commuter service. However, once rail 
lines are grade senarated at either end of the development 
and sufficient room is allocated for additional platforms, 
adequate capacity within the corridor would be secured for a 
variety of additional services. Should the opportunity to 
provide adequate capacity be by-passed, future expansion of 
commuter services will not be possible once the rail corridor 


is confined by the new development. 


A later stage of the Metro Centre development will require 
removing the CN Spadina equipment maintenance facilities. The 
existing vacant space adjacent to the Willowbrook depot has 
been reserved for relocating these facilities. As a result, 
the expansion of the present Willowbrook depot for storage 


and maintenance of commuter equipment must be considered. 
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Even without this relocation, there are two problems 
which affect the use of the Willowbrook depot for commuter 
equipment. First, Willowbrook is off line for routes other 
than the Lakeshore and therefore deadhead moves will account 
for considerable non-revenue mileage. Second, these moves 
will add to capacity problems on the main lines between 
Willowbrook and downtown. This is particularly true in the 
early afternoon when there is heavy traffic consisting of extra 
commuter equipment for the afternoon peak period as well as 
regular intercity passenger trains. 


One solution to the problem of equinment maintenance 
facilities created by the Metro Centre development involves 
constructing a new depot at another location. This will have 
to be considered in detail if decisions are made to introduce 
full services on new commuter routes. Possibilities of inte- 
grating equipment maintenance facilities for both CN and CP 
should also be explored in view of the possible economies of 


scale. 


Due to the complexity of the problems relating to the 
TTR and the related Metro Centre development, it was not 
possible to consider even a preliminary design of increasing 
capacity through the TTR for expanded commuter services. 
Therefore, cost estimates for the associated items presented 


in the cost tables were indicated to be unknown. 
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Table -5 «2 


STREETSVILLE-MALVERN 
CAPITAL COSTS in $1000 (1972) 


SERVICE LEVELS 
N. TORONTO ROUTE UNION ROUTE 

_CP-Al CP-A2 CP-Bl CP-B2 

PLANT FACILITIES’ 
Trackage and Structures 2, 100 65,063 1,900 17,000 
Stations* 3,397 3,497 2G37 ° 2,937 
Signals 2,600 6,800 2,400 6,800 
Leaside Yard 2,100 2,600 2,100 2,600 
Agincourt (Toronto) Yard 50 2,000 50 2,000 
T oe Interchanges*- Spadina 470 470 "4 7 
- Islington 770 770 770 770 
- N.Toronto 0 0 - r. 
- Dundas W. - = 150 150 
Radio Communication 55 70 55 70 
C.P. Rail Benefits” -449 ~449 -415 +400 
Other Costs°® 1,000 5,000 1,000 5,000 
Parking Lots’ - Land 1,060 1,060 1,38 11,365 
- Other 650 1,485 870 1,980 
Toronto Terminals Railway ~ = rj ? 
TOTAL PLANT 13,803 41,703 13,086 40,261 
EQUIPMENT? 12,695 23,360 12,698) 23,/a80 
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS 26,498 65,063 25,781 63,621 


Estimates supplied by CP except where noted. 

For description of services see Table 5.1. 

Estimates for lighting, booths, shelters, underpasses based on CN 

unit. costs « 

4. Estimates by T.T.C. for connections between station platform and subway 
entrances. North Toronto costs assumed to be absorbed by developer of 
Summerhill Square. Real estate costs not included. 

5. Portion of plant (signals and tracks) that will have to be provided by 
CP Rail by 1980 to accommodate CP traffic. 

CP Rail 'guestimate' for items not analysed in detail - real estate for 
additional right-of-way (not parking lots), relocation of above and 
underground facilities, noise abatement measures, extra grading costs. 
7. Based on information (unit costs and patronage estimates) supplied by 


MEG. 
8. See text for details of equipment requirements 
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Table 5.3 
STREETSVILLE-MALVERN 
ANNUAL OPERATING costTs* in $1000 (1972) 


ee 
NORTH TORONTO ROUTE UNION ROUTE 
CP-al? CP-A2 CP-Bl CP-B2 
ee” te ee ee, ee 
Exclusive to Commuter Rail 


Equipment Maintenance 566 1,604 569 1,684 
Train Operation - Crew? 361 ree 361 722 

- Fuel Me 90 AJ 95 
Ticket Collection 228 13226 228 Is226 
CP Management Fee 1S 50 13 50 
Leaside Land Rental 50 61 50 61 
Parking Lot Maintenance” 96 110 96 110 
Supervision® 190 356 190 356 


Joint Facilities 


Maintenance-of-way 25 132 29 Lie 


Operation costs 4 2h 5 28 
Property Taxes 10 x 9 30 
sire lit a or - 300 Zj0IS 
Overhead® 

Depreciation 30 60 30 60 
CP Operating Fee ye ZL 88 aie 
eae 84 305 107. 425 
TOTAL ANNUAL COST Lyiae 4,987 2,092 6,312 


1. Estimates supplied by CPR except where noted. 
2. For description of services see Table 5.1. 

3. See text for assumption re crew size. 

4. Includes Union Station staff. 

5. Based on information supplied by MTC. 

6. Management costs for supervision of service (similar to GO Transit 
supervision) . 

7. For dispatchers, superintendent, clerical staff 

8. See text for explanation of items. 

9, Return on Investment. 
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Table 5.4 
STREETSVILLE-MALVERN 
UNIT ANNUAL OPERATING costs 1 in 1972 DOLLARS 


nee 


N. TORONTO ROUTE UNION ROUTE 


CP-AL CP-A2 GP-Bl CP=B52 
SAR EEEEEEEEEEnE ee ee ee ee ee rey 


Equipment Maintenance 


Total $/Train-Mile 7.59 2.91 7.19 2.69 
- Loco Portion ($/Loco-mile) 1.85 1, ae | yet $F 
- Coach Portion($/Coach-mile) 0.57 0.40 0.55 0.36 
2i8eP. Portion: (S/ASeP. -mile) - 0.56 - 0.53 


Maintenance-of-way 


$/Route-Mile 789. 4164. Cie s 4818. 


Train Operation 
23 


$/Train-Mile ee 8 a eee 4.78 1.30 
Operating Cost/Train Trip°-$ 867. 179. 1038. 224. 
Operating Cost/Seat Trip?-$ 0.92 0.38 wae Ay 0.48 
Operating Cost/Train-Mile’-$ 23.42 9.04 26.44 10.08 
Operating Cost/Rev.Seat-Mi. -$ 0.06 0.024 0.06 0.027 


1. For description of services seé Table 5.1, 


2. Includes deadheading. 


3. One-way trip: i.e. Malvern to Union, N. Toronto to Streetsville, etc. 
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Table 5.5 
STREETSVILLE-MALVERN 
LIMITED SERVICE VARIATIONS 
CAPITAL COSTS in $1000 (1972) 


ssSsssSsSaS9m9S93$9$SsS 


1 


VIA VIA MALVERN- 
N. TORONTO UNION UNION 
CP-Al-1 CP-Bl-1 CRaCL 


Tn ES ad, Oe ee See Se ee EE I. aes 


PLANT FACILITIES 


Trackage and Structures 25200 1,900 817 
Stations S797 ayes t 1 ae 
Signals 2,600 2,400 Leos 
Leaside Yard 2,100 2,100 2,100 
Agincourt (Toronto) Yard 50 50 50 
TTC Interchanges ~- Spadina 470 is ef 
- Islington 770 770 ~ 

= 8... .2ordnie - - - 

- Dundas West - LO - 

Radio Communications 65 65 50 
Ci PP. Rail Benetits -449 mF ala | -171 
Other Costs 1,000 1,000 430 
Parking Lots - Land 1,060 P4365 ee Oa 
- Other 975 Loos 712 

Toronto Terminals Railway - > ? 
TOTAL PLANT 14,138 13 Sak 7,089 
EQUIPMENT“ 18,630 18,630 9 540 
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS 32,760 S2 sien 16,629 


1. See Table 5.1 fordescription of services. Estimates derived by 
study team based on costs presented in Table 5.4. See text for 
explanation and interpretation of results. 


2. See text for details of equipment requirements. 
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Table 5.6 


STREETSVILLE-MALVERN 
LIMITED SERVICE VARIATIONS - 
ANNUAL OPERATING costs! in $1000 (1972) 


~ 4283 


SSS 


Ls 


Exclusive to Commuter Rail 


Equipment Maintenance 


Train Operation - Crew 
- Fuel 


Ticket Collection 

CP Management Fee 
Leaside Land Rental 
Parking Lot Maintenance 


Supervision 


Joint Facilities 


Maintenance-of-way 
Operation Costs 
Property Taxes 
pha ae 


Overhead 


Depreciation 
CP Operating Fee 
RG. 


TOTAL ANNUAL COST 


VIA 
N. TORONTO 


CPHArt 


ce 


14 


VIA MALVERN- 
UNION UNION 
CP-Bi=1 CE=trL 


784 428 
567 309 
25 10 
228 a 
ts 8 
56 42 
100 56 
190 i792 
48 15 
8 6 
15 4 
440 227 
30 ao 
119 67 
177 = 


nn 


See Table 5.1 for description of services. 


team based on costs presented in Table 5.3. 
and interpretation of results. 


Estimates derived by study 


See text for explanation 
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Table 5.7 
STREETSVILLE-MALVERN 


LIMITED SERVICE VARIATIONS 
UNIT ANNUAL OPERATING costst in 1972 DOLLARS 


SS8SsSSsSsSSssssSS$0. RN NN 


VIA VIA MALVERN- 
N. TORONTO UNION UNION 
CP-Al-1 CP-Bl-1 Ht os OD 


SEE ee ee ee ee oe ee. ee ee ee 
Equipment Maintenance 


Total $/Train-Mile” 6.95 6.66 9.22 
- Loco Portion ($/Loco-mile) 1<55 1.47 2087 
- Coach Portion($/Coach-mile) 0.54 0.52 0.72 


Maintenance-of-way 


$/Route-Mile | LLG? 14S 974. 
Train Operation 

$/Train-Mile” 5.29 5.03 6.87 
Operating Cost/Train Trip>- $ 749. 933. 1.0L. 
Operating Cost/Seat Trip’ - $ 0.80 0.99 1.08 
Operating Cost/Train-Mile ao ihe: 20.23 23.78 33.k3 
Operating Cost.Rev. Seat-Mile - $ 0.05 0.06 0.07 


1. For description of services see Table 5.1. 
2. Includes deadheading. 


3. One-way trip: i.e. Malvern to Union, N. Toronto to Streetsville, etc. 
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Tablé .5i10 


GEORGETOWN/BRAMPTON-UNION AND RICHMOND HILL-UNION 
CAPITAL COSTS in $1000 (1972) 


SERVICE LEVELS é 
CN-Al CN-A2 CN-Bl CN-B2 
PLANT FACILITIES* 

Trackage and Structures 1,665 ALA koh O}al 415 9,606 
Stations 636 1425 344 709 
Signals 345 4,867 226 3,438 
Real Estate” 313 496 ~ “gese5 
Willowbrook Expansion | 442 492 166 266 
Land for Willowbrook Expansion* ~ i ? ? 
Toronto Terminals Railway“ = 7 ? Fi 
Bloor Subway Interchange” L290 1,590 - - 
CN Telecommunications - 200 ~ 190 
Barking Lote? ye. Land 475 587 65 150 
- Other 750 tp oo0 365 900 

TOTAL PLANT 6 pais 22,808 Lethe 16,559 
EQUIPMENT 7 8.265 13,680 PF Ry 13,760 
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS 14,481 36,488 7,091 30,319 


. Estimates supplied by CNR except where noted. 

2. For description of services see Ta Le 5 ’ 
3. For railway fixed facilities. Excludes land for Willowbrook expansion 
and land for parking lots. 

For explanation of omission of costs under CN-A2, CN-Bl, CN-B2, see 


text. ' 
Real Estate costs (purchase or rental) not included. Estimate 


supplied by 2 A 2 , 
6. Based on information (unit costs and patronage estimates) supplied 


MTC. 
= standby equipment included under CN-Al, CN-Bl. Equipment unit 
costs supplied by GO Transit. For assumptions re standby equipment 
for CN-A2 and CN-B2 see text. : 
Costs shown are for 10 coach peak period consists. 
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Tabie 'e5 lL 


GEORGETOWN/BRAMPTON-UNION AND RICHMOND HILL - UNION 
ANNUAL OPERATING costs! in $1000 (1972) 


eee ee ee ee ed 


SERVICE LEVELS“ 


CN-Al CN-A2 CN-Bl CN-B2 


Equipment Maintenance 571 928 ain 776 
Maintenance-of-way 65 230 19 139 
Station Expenses he 384 110 217 
Train Operation - Crew . 278 548 191 579 
- Fuel 11 DL 10 ope 

Railway Surcharge’ 370 749 ei. 618 
Station and Parking Lot Maint.” 48 56 4 40 
Coach refit® 90 126 60 126 
Supervision’ 125 245 72 204 
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS 1,691 3,337 977 2,754 


Estimates supplied by CNR except where noted. 

For description of services see Table 5.9. Costs developed for 
10 coach consists in peak periods. 

Includes Union Station staff. 

Surcharge of 35% on direct operating costs includes contribution 
to overhead, rental of existing facilities, management fee, 
administration expenses, and use of T.T.R. 

Estimate based on information supplied by GO Transit. 

Study team estimate of $40,000 per coach every 10 years. 

Study team estimate to cover supervisory costs applicable to 
sponsor of service. 
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Table 5.12 


GEORGETOWN/BRAMPTON-UNION AND RICHMOND HILL-UNION 
UNIT ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS in 1972 DOLLARS 


SERVICE LEVELS+ 


CN-A2 CNBr CN-B2 


Equipment Maintenance 
Total $/Train Mile 


- Loco. Portion ($/Loco-Mile) 2.30 2 258 2.12 2.67 
- Coach Portion ($/Coach-Mile) 0.60 0.58 0.61 0,62 
~ SP, Portion 18 /e.2. Mile - 0.54 - Ow 45 


Maintensdnee~of“way- 


$/Route Mile 2,211 9,974 905. 6,612 


Train Operation - $/Train Mile 4.46 35.63 6.09 1 wo 


Operating Cost/Rev. Train Trip’-$ | 1118. 216. 969. he 


a 


Operating Cost/Rev. Seat igh age 1.19 ow 2 1.038 0.58 


Operating Cost/Train-Mile@ ne ee Se cr) ee 


Operating Cost/Rev. Seat-Mile -$ 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.03 


1. For description of services see Table 5.9. Costs shown are for 
10 coach peak-period consists. 


2. Because the Self-Propelled Portion of the CN-A2 service operates 
only as far as Brampton, the value under CN-A2 represents costs 
for the Union to Brampton section only. 

3. One way trip. 

4. Includes deadheading. 
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Table 5.13 


SUMMARY OF cosTs!- CN LINES 
(al costs im'1972 dollars) 


Georgetown/ Richmond Hill - 
Brampton-Union Union 
CN-Al CN-A2 CN-Bl CN-B2 
CAPITAL INVESTMENT ($1000) 
Fixed Facilities - Plant 4,678 asa Lb, bos 14,209 
- Land 313 496 0 1,300 
Equipment 8,265 13,680 5,510 13 760 
Parking Lots - Land 475 587 65 150 
- Other 15) 1.230 365 900 
Willowbrook Expansion = 4 ? ? 
ed Rees oo - ri ? ? 
TOTAL INVESTMENT ($1000) © 14,481 36,488 7,091 30,219 
ANNUAL OPERATING costs ($1000) 
hudin Opetating and tes 950 1,653 533 1,536 
Maintenance-of-way 65 230 19 139 
Station Expenses 133 384 110 aa 
Railway Surcharge 370 749 pmb 618 
Parking Lots 48 56 32 40 
Supervision 425 245 72 204 
TOTAL ANNUAL COST ($1000) 1,694 3, 3L4 977 er eT 
UNIT ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS 
Operating Cost/Seat Trip Sts. ae Sole $ 1.06 $ 0.58 
Operating Cost/Rev. Seat-Mile $ 0.04 $ 0.03 $ 0.05 § 0.63 


1. Refer to Tables 5.9 to 5.12 for details. 


23 Includes coach refit. 
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Table 5.14 


RICHMOND HILL - UNION 


DESCRIPTION OF SERVICE LEVELS CN-B3, B4, B5 


Stations: Richmond Hill, Thornlea, Finch, York Mills, 
Union. 


No off-peak and weekend services. Fer A.M. peak, trains 
run inbound to Toronto; for P.M. peak, trains run outbound 
to Richmond Hill. 


Consists: 


CN-B3: 3-10 coach push-pull trains at 30 minute 
headways (i.e. 2820 one-way seats) 


CN-B4: 3-10 coach push-pull trains and 2-4 
unit self-propelled trains at 20 minute 
headways (i.e. 3572 one-way seats) 


5-10 coach push-pull trains at 20 minute 
headways (i.e. 4700 one-way seats) 


Equipment requirements: 


Service: Locos. 
Coaches 
So Pras 


Standby: Locos. 
Coaches 
Seb ae 
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Table 5.15 


RICHMOND HILL - UNION 


COST COMPARISON OF VARIOUS LIMITED SERVICES 
(all costs in 1972 dollars) 


SERVICE LEVELS+ 


CN-B1? CN-B2? Cu-B3 CN-B4 


CAPITAL INVESTMENT ($1000) 


Fixed Facilities Bee SS 15,509 2,486 2 ae 
Rolling Stock 5, OU 13,760 S,205 12,755 
Parking Lots 430 1,050 657 860 
Willowbrook Expansion Z fs i ? 
aaa ? z ? ? 
TOTAL INVESTMENT ($1000) : 7,091 30 PALO aGh] yeOSee2 27792 


ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS ($1000) 


Train Operating and Maint.” eK ee ae 938 SE 
Maintenance-of-way 23 139 30 44 
Station Expenses 110 any 110 110 
Railway Surcharge 2Lz. 618 346 479 
Parking Lots 22 40 a 40 
Supervision 72 204 116 160 
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS ($1000) es 2774 po ik £ynG8 


UNIT OPERATING COSTS 


Operating Cost/Seat Trip $1.03 $0.58 $1.11 $1.20 
Doarae inn Cost/Rev. Seat-Mile $0.05 $0.03 $0.05 $0.06 


1. See Tables 5.9 and 5.14 for description of services. 
2. See Tables 5.10 and 5.12 for details. 


3. Includes coach refine. 
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Chapter 6 


EVALUATION 


Bass" OL Analysis 


The preceding chapters have presented estimates of 
potential patronage and costs for the four lines in the basic 
network of railway facilities being analysed. In the strict 
sense of the term economic analysis, a traditional approach 
would require translation of these estimates into a stream 
of revenues and costs over the planning period. This stream 
would then be discounted into present value terms taking into 
account interest rates and appropriate salvage values so as 
to provide a comparison of the profitability of capital 
investment in the different facilities. This traditional 
approach has not been followed in the present study for a 


number of reasons. 


First, the patronage estimates that have been 
prepared are not sensitive enough to reflect differences in 
the quality of service such as frequency, speed and the 
availability of feeder systems. In future years, such factors 
are likely to have more importance than fares in an increas- 
ingly affluent society. Moreover, the forecasting model 
used to prepare these patronage estimates has been calibrated 
on a fairly dated small sample and may have relevance only 
for a particular range of service quality. Aggressive marketing 
of new transit services may produce much stronger incentives 
for diversion from automobile than are presently recognized 
in any available forecasting models for the area. In fact, 


this has already been evidenced by the GO Transit experience 
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where energetic marketing and high quality service have 


led to actual patronage in excess of forecasts. 


Second, the cost estimates have basically been 
prepared for two classes of service, namely, veak period 
Service (limited), and full schedule service. In each 
case, certain assumptions have been made about the motive 
power and the number of coaches to be used. These have 
not been varied over the period of analysis to produce 
changes in operating and maintenance costs that would be 
consistent with increasing demand. In practice, of course, 
Operating changes and equipment additions would be made in 
accordance with patronage changes and the actual cost 


experience would therefore be variable. 


Third, the major objective of this analysis is 
to provide a basis for decision making. In this context, 
benefit-cost analysis or other forms of traditional economic 
analysis may not be particularly meaningful. That is not 
to suggest that decisions should be insensitive to the 
economic evaluation. However, a benefit-cost analysis which 
is confined to dealing only with direct costs and benefits 
would probably lead to conclusions that services were not 
justified on economic grounds. For a variety of other social 
and political reasons, however, they may be desirable. 
Decisions relating to potential new commuter rail services 
will probably be made on the basis of the cost effectiveness 
of these services in terms of costs and subsidies per pass- 
enger handled compared to other forms of transportation. The 
mix of capital and operating cost requirements will also be 
important from the point of view of risk, precedents that may 
be established, and the continuing commitments that inaugura- 


tion of new service may present. 
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The approach which has been followed involves 
comparing the cost effectiveness of capital investments 
first, in alternative peak period services and second, in 
alternative full schedule services. What the cost data of 
the preceding chapter show with respect to capital improve- 
ment requirements is that some peak pertod service 1s 
posstble by rescheduling of normal fretght traffie and 
"fleeting" of commuter trains so as to minimize the need 
for plant tmprovements. Increasing schedule frequency tn a 
manner which extends the peak pertod and rovides oO 
service infringes upon this capability to accommodate 
commuter service by seheduling adjustments alone. This 
results in the need for major plant tmprovement to accommodate 
eyeling of commuter equipment and to reduce delays to fretght 


traffte. 


For peak period service, the assumption has been 
made that train lengths would be adjusted so as to insure 
load factors of almost 100%. Based on this assumption, cost 
effectiveness for different lines can be compared in terms 
of cost per seat or per seat mile provided. For full schedule 
operation, this assumption cannot be made since off-peak load 
factors would be significantly lower. In this case, cost per 
passenger or per passenger mile becomes the more relevant 
(and the more difficult) comparison to make. In the following 
sections therefore, full service comparisons are sensitive to 


estimates of patronage; limited services are not. 


Since the following sections provide cost compari- 
sons in terms of both one time costs incurred for capital 
improvements and cost and revenues’ which recur on an annual 
basis, some assumption about interest rates and facility lives 
are necessary. An interest rate of 8% has been used throughout 


1. Based on 1972 GO Transit fares (single ticket rate of 70 cents 
minimum plus about 5 cents per mile after 12 miles). 
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and economic lives of 30 years and 20 years have been used 

for plant improvements and rolling stock respectively. These 
assumptions are fairly conservative since many of the plant 
improvements such as parking lots and right-of-way acquisition 


will have economic lives well in excess of 30 years. 


Limited Service Alternatives 


The cost data presented in Chapter 5 deal with a 
number of limited service options for the various CN and CP 
lines under consideration. These are summarized in Table ae Ee 
The data have been organized somewhat differently from those 
shown in the tables of. Chapter 5 with respect to annual 
operating costs in order to distinguish between those costs 
which are directly attributable to the provision of service, 
and the various management, administrative and overhead fees 


which probably allow more latitude for negotiation. 


As noted in Chapter 5, these cost estimates do not 
include any allowance for increasing capacity at Union Station 
in conjunction with the new Metro Centre development. Such 
improvements in terminal capacity benefit the entire system 
of commuter rail facilities, including the existing GO Transit 
services and the proposed Georgetown service. The associated 
costs should therefore not be allocated specifically to the 


services under consideration here. 


Some limited service alternatives are, of course, 
mutually exclusive and for each line some "preferred" limited 
service must be selected for purposes of comparison with 


other lines in terms of cost effectiveness. Four such 
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"preferred" services are highlighted in Table 6.1 (denoted 
by shading). Three of these offer a choice of three trains 
during each peak period. A two train peak period service 
between Richmond Hill and Union Station is also included 
since this alternative does provide the lowest total unit 
cost service of all, although obviously it provides less 


capacity as well. 


Table 6.1 has been constructed assuming a 100% 
load factor. In other words, these costs represent a 
situation in which all passengers are seated and in which 
every seat is occupied at some point. Obviously, load 
factors may be less upon the introduction of a new service 
with a corresponding increase in costs, particularly with 
respect to unit capital costs. On the other hand, as traffic 
increases and some passengers are forced to stand, load 


factors will exceed 100%,producing a reduction in costs. 


Full Service Alternatives 


Cost data for the four full service alternatives 
are compared in Table 6.2. Similar comments concerning the 
manner of aggregating costs, the exclusion of Metro Centre 
costs, and assumptions about interest rates and economic 
lives apply as in the case of the limited service alternatives. 
However, unit costs are sensitive to estimates of actual 
patronage, as opposed to seats offered, because of the 
difference in load factor experienced between peak and off- 
peak riding. The figures shown therefore represent a typical 
year of operation (1977) and would vary for different time 
periods. Because of the lower patronage estimates on the CP 
route via North Toronto and correspondingly higher costs, 
subsequent references to costs on the Streetsville-Malvern 


route in the conclusions refer to the CP route vita Union Station. 
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For purposes of comparison, some information on 
the existing GO Transit service is also shown to provide an 
indication of the relative efficiency of the various lines. 
The GO Transit estimates of operating cost and patronage 
however, are for 1972 since estimates of 1977 patronage exceed 
capacity and could not be accommodated without additional 
capital investment in plant and rolling stock. In addition, 
the patronage forecast includes an allowance for traffic 
which would be diverted from the GO Transit service if the 
CP line were in existence in 1972 and is therefore less than 
volumes actually experienced. The actual patronage on 
GO Transit in 1972 will probably be closer to six million 
with a corresponding reduction in the operating deficit of 


approximately six cents. 
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Conclusions 


As stated in the introduction, one of the major 


objectives of this study has been to establish a credible 


information base for negotiations on possible new commuter 


rail lines servicing Metropolitan Toronto. In keeping 


with this objective, no attempt has been made to recommend 


prtortties for development. There are however, a number of 


general conclusions which can be drawn based on the 


information provided in this report as well as specific 


conclusions which relate to particular services. These are 
listed below. 


The analysis of the four lines studied indicate 
that it is technically feasible to provide a 
range of commuter rail services on each. For 
limited peak period services, operating 
deficits are reasonable in relation to other 
services presently offered within the metro- 
politan area. Both operating and capital 
deficits on a per passenger basis are lower for 
the limited services (peak period only), than the 
full services,due to the poor utilization 
experienced by the latter during off-peak 


periods. 


Limited service in peak periods can be accommo- 
dated by rescheduling of existing traffic and 
"fleeting" of commuter trains so as to minimize 
the need for plant improvements. Extending the 
duration of the peak period and providing off- 
peak service results in the need for major 


plant improvements. 
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For the preferred limited services, operating 
deficits range from 26 to 41 cents per seat 

and total deficits from $1.00 to $1.54 per 

seat. For full services in 1977, operating 
deficits would range from 33 to 84 cents per 
passenger and total deficits from $1.56 to =o a 
per passenger. In subsequent years, deficits 
for full services could of course be expected 
to decrease. These compare with GO Transit 
estimates for 1972 of 44 cents and $1.09 for 


operating and total deficits respectively. 


Capital investment requirements range from a 
low of $7.1 million for a limited service on 

a 21 mile Richmond Hill line to a high of 

$64 million on the 36 mile line running between 


Streetsville and Malvern (via Union Station). 


Time to implement service would range from a 
minimum of 18 months (as dictated by equipment 
availability), in the case of the Richmond Hill 
limited service to a maximum of 3 years for 


some of the full service alternatives. 


In terms of capital requirements to inaugurate 
new services, the preferred limited services 


can be ranked as follows: 


Richmond Hill $ 7.1 million (2 trains) 


Richmond Hill - $11.4 million (3 trains) 
Georgetown - $14.5 million (3 trains) 
Malvern-Union - $16.6 million (3 trains) 


Malvern-Streetsville $37.1 million (3 trains) 
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For full services, the lines can be ranked as 


follows: 

Richmond Hill ~~ iS). SenLet.on 
Georgetown = g36 25 mbligon 
Malvern-Streetsville = o66316 al llgon 


In terms of estimated daily patronage fore ull 
service, the lines can be ranked as follows for 
1977 


Georgetown - 10,200 
Malvern-Union - 8,000 
Richmond Hill - 7,300 
Streetsville-Union - 6,800 


For the same year, estimates for the GO Transit 
Lakeshore East and Lakeshore West services are 
12,000 and 10,700 daily trips respectively 
assuming both Malvern and Streetsville services 
are in operation. (These Lakeshore East volumes 
could not be handled without some increase in 


capacity). 


The cost effectiveness of continuously expanding 
the system of commuter rail services is shown in 
Figure 19 where total capital investment in plant 
and rolling stock is related to total systemA.M. 
peak period capacity. As the figure illustrates, 
a quantum jump is experienced by the introduction 


of off-peak services. 
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Since the Provincial Government has already 
announced plans to inaugurate service on the 
Georgetown line, a similar relationship is 
shown in Figure 20 for the total system of 
facilities excluding Georgetown which may be 

of interest with respect to possible Federal 
involvement in new services. As shown in this 
figure, for a minimum capital investment in 
plant and facilities of $7.1 million, a peak 
period service providing 1880 seats in each 
direction could be provided between Richmond 
Hill and Union Station. Possible combinations 
of service frequency and number of routes could 
bring the total capital investment to as much 


as $94.1 million. 


In Figures 19 and 20 estimates of the capital 
requirements for different combinations of services 
have been obtained by aggregating the plant and 
equipment requirements for each individual service. 
The cost estimates also assume separate maintenance 
operations for each railway. However, in the event 
of service being provided on several new lines, 
there would be some possibility of reducing total 
system rolling stock requirements aS a result of 
improved utilization. For example, rolling stock 
required for the Georgetown service could probably 
be cycled to fulfill requirements on the Malvern 
service for at least one train,with a corresponding 
reduction in capital cost of approximately $3 million. 


Possibilities for the joint operation of equipment 
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TORONTO COMMUTER RAIL STUDY 


SYSTEM CAPITAL INVESTMENT vs. PEAK CAPACITY 
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TORONTO COMMUTER RAIL STUDY 


SYSTEM CAPITAL INVESTMENT vs. PEAK CAPACITY 
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would of course have to be discussed with both 
railways and the railway labour unions. 
Similarly, introduction of service on a network 
of facilities involving both CP and CN might 
present some potential for reducing the cost of 
rolling stock maintenance and other operating 
costs. 


All calculations assume standard fare collection 
procedures (at stations) as now used by GO Transit. 
Fare collection costs constitute approximately 20% 
of total operating costs and some economies could 
be realized through automation or through the 
introduction of new fare collection techniques. 


The various management and overhead fees have been 
included as they were provided by the railways. 
Presumably these items would be negotiable between 


contracting parties in planning for new services. 


Plans for the development of Metro Centre present 
particular problems with respect to commuter rail 
capacity at Union Station. Some reconstruction of 
these facilities will be required at a considerable 
cost. According to the railways, the introduction 
of one additional full service over and above 

the new Georgetown service will require a major 
increase in terminal capacity (particularly with 
respect to the western approach to Union Station). 
Once this increase in capacity is made, however, 
it will then be possible to provide a wide range 
of service without additional plant improvements. 
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The allocation of the cost associated with 

these Metro Centre improvements must be made 

over the entire system of service using these 
facilities and will have to be the subject of 
special study involving Metro Centre, the railways 
and GO Transit. Any of the services shown in the 
cost estimates which terminate or pass through 
Union Station therefore do not include any 
additional allowance for these costs (which could 
be allocated to the various lines in proportion 


to their relative peak period frequency). 


The construction of Metro Centre also has particular 
implications for existing car maintenance facilities 
at CN's Willowbrook yard since CN may now require 
these facilities for other freight and passenger 
equipment. The integration of CN and CP commuter 
rail services would offer possibilities for 
establishing car maintenance and storage facilities 
at Leaside on the CP line. This would provide some 
relief to capacity problems on the western approach 
to Union Station due to the cycling and deadheading 


of trains between Union Station and Willowbrook. 


All of the cost estimates are based on the station 
locations indicated in Chapter 3. In any detailed 
planning of new services, however, some consideration 
should be given to dropping individual stations 

which are relatively ineffective from a demand point 
of view. In some cases, other station locations 

might be preferable. In general, eliminating stations 


from a line would improve equipment utilization 
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thereby resulting in significant savings in 
rolling stock requirements. This is 
particularly true for the full schedule 
services. Further savings might be possible 
for full services if certain trains were short- 
turned during off-peak periods. As the figures 
show, any reduction in rolling stock require- 


ments significantly affects total capital costs. 


In addition to these general conclusions there are 
specific comments which can be made on the individual lines 


treated in this study: . 


als Richmond Hill 


This line provides the lowest cost limited service 
in terms of both operating deficit and total 
subsidy. It also requires the least capital 
investment namely, $7.1 million for a two train 
service, $11.4 million for a three train service. 
At $30.3 million, the capital cost of tub. 

service on this line is approximately equal to 

the capital cost of a limited three train 

service on the CP route between Streetsville and 


Malvern. 


From a planning point of view, this service fills 
a void in public transit north of the Don Valley 
corridor. Once the Don Valley Parkway extension 
is constructed, congestion on this facility should 
lead to even more demand for public transportation 
during peak periods. To some extent, the Richmond 
Hill service will compete with the Yonge Street 


subway extension when it is opened to Finch in 1974. 
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However, with the overloading expected on 

the Yonge Street subway, rail service with 
relatively few stops to Union Station would 
pe an extremely attractive alternative and 
would provide welcome relief to the subway. 
With the introduction of the subway, traffic 
forecasts suggest that the York Mills station 
becomes very ineffective: In any final 
analysis of this line, consideration should be 
given to dropping that station or relocating 
it to Sheppard Avenue in order to obtain a 


petter interface with Highway 401. 


The peak period service also provides the 
opportunity for a good surface connection to 
Aurora and Newmarket via GO Transit buses. 

During off-peak periods, these buses could 
provide direct downtown service by connections 

to the Finch subway station. The area served 

by the Richmond Hill line is highly automobile 
oriented and it is therefore questionable whether 
a full service would attract much off-peak patronage 
particularly when the Don Valley Parkway is 
extended. Full schedule service would also be 
questionable in the light of the Toronto Centred 
Region concept objectives for limited growth in 


this area. 


With respect to the limited services, the additional 
cost of expanding a two train service to a three 
train service seems high, even excluding the 
additional capital requirements, and must be 


attributed to an increase in overhead fees. This 


‘melanin. 9h bakes erent 
(oftisat y yewdue pat it 
nodjsd, eLLIM X10Y oft tent teogpue od 
Asekt yas al -ovigositent yxev e 
ect Intiosda ntoitsxebienoo enil eldt to ef 
pnisscolex xo noitsta tans pniqgorb of 
& nistdo ot sebi0o mi eunevA bisggerlé OF GE 8 4 
- £06 yswrip it ritiw contend ta sme 


od apbivoig oats eolvise beizeg AB 
oJ moisoeanoo sostiue boop s rot yotnwsredago 
.tsend stensit Go biv Joxremwet bas SOT. 
Binos eeswd paedd \ebolreq Aseq-I%0 palawa 
enotiserines yd solviss Aviad cob doerk i 
bevree size ott? capitate yswelwe sos 
stidomodus yidpit ei emit Li ’ 
debi olbhexeds ui ¥¥ bas bebe 
erie re arrepel Jo61398 Bivew soivies £4 
et Yswazed yolisV nod orld nondw ylxely 
ed cals bivow soivie® stubedot Iv ‘sales 
bextne? o¢nor0T odd to’ sdpil edd at oe 
Oe eae 
‘teaslasidoan wos Lin heen tile iailalle q | 
anit: Pt Renee ern pen’ > Seats vt 
orld paibufoxe neve \dpid emeee soivree nists 
~ ed teumbas ,etnemerivpsx Istiasy Isnoisibbs 
cit .200% beetiovo at seseroni ne 0% Desudhntae | 
iy ed eet Ma} aaa oii 2 Sak 2 ah, ae 


ne 
i 


ise 


- 170 - 


results largely because of the need to expand 
car maintenance facilities at a time when the 
new Georgetown service will be placing 

demands on the same facility. Presumably, 
this additional overhead cost should be spread 
over the different services using these main- 
tenance facilities and not charged entirely to 


the Richmond Hill service. 


In the short term, the best potential for this 
line appears to be a limited two or three train 
service although to make any substantial 
impression on travel demand in this corridor, tne 
three train service would be preferable. In this 
pespect, some of the costs associated with the 
three train service should be reassessed. Track 
improvements for limited service are minimal and 
operation could probably be inaugurated earlier 


than on any other line under consideration. 


Georgetown 


As indicated previously, the Provincial Government 
has already announced plans to initiate limited 
peak period service on this line in late 1973. 

This line has a natural advantage in that it is 
diagonal to the grid of roads and transit services 
and therefore shortens trips to the downtown area. 
It also provides for a good connection with the 
Bloor Street subway thereby increasing the opportu- 
nities for distribution in the central area of the 
eLty,. fee trips originating in the corridor served 


by this line there are no reasonable high speed 


elds 40% iduidesiabbaaecunel ) 
aists sent to owt bestmer B od od exsoqae © 
[sisnssedve Ye sAsmt oF ponte ¢ 
oft ,robkrx09 eidd mi baemeb Levert no 
siis #1 .aldsisterg ed bivow eoivies & 
of? Sdig betateoses ete60 ee Rigi oe 
toast eeseeanan od biugds. mane ses, ee 7 nity 
bas Isminim exe svivase bedimil sot ataee pieltolese ’ 7 
setfese bedsiupuant poahesane neviaia osneaeaR 
.noitsrebiedoo zebau enti ai ee | 


;* } ve ? AY Py Re 


¢ : 


nwotepie 
snoaeved Latonivent oats sulauotveds f ae 
e8eL jel at aut etdd ao Hin 
ek 34 tedd ai epstasvbs issisn 5 2 268i 2 
desisaek tiens<t vad — Me bixp Sit of 1 | sith 
“Somme re nea 
fi B- a i nage sev frees 


eds io peat patie nis ak nolo dixtett 
* mie & eri. ay : TP ede 


ae 2? 


alternatives by public transit for the great 
majority of potential users. As indicated in 
the demand analysis, the volumes on this service 
compare favourably with the existing Lakeshore 
service, 


To some extent, the provision of commuter rail 
service as far as Georgetown conflicts with the 
objectives of the Toronto Centred Region concept 
and presumably any increases in service frequency 
in the future would be limited to points east of 
Brampton. The line also provides for limited 
reverse flows to the Woodbine race track and 


Toronto International Airport at Malton. 


3. Streetsville 


The major advantage of the Streetsville line is 

that it taps some of the same market now served by 
the GO Transit Lakeshore West line, thereby providing 
relief to the capacity problems being experienced 

on the latter. In the short term it has the lowest 


volume potential of the lines studied. 


Although the effect of running this service through 
the North Toronto station has not been simulated, 
it is generally agreed that patronage would be 
substantially reduced and the potential relief for 
the Lakeshore West service would not be provided. 
On the other hand, there are serious local planning 


criteria which could favour an alternative downtown 
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terminal to Union Station. The possible impact 
of running the service through North Toronto 
would therefore have to be examined more closely 
if a decision were reached to offer commuter rail 
service to Streetsville (and Malvern as well). In 
general, the demand analysis suggests that 
provision of commuter rail service to the North 
Toronto station may only be a very long term 
alternative. Plans to develop new technologies 

to service demand in this corridor might preclude 


conventional commuter rail services at that time. 


4. Malvern 
The Malvern line runs diagonally from downtown 
and has some of the natural advantages of the 
Georgetown route with respect to shortening trip 
lengths. At present, no reasonable high speed 
transit is available in the corridor served by the 
line. Limited service on this route offers 
possibilities for integration with CN limited 
service on the Georgetown route, with corresponding 
improvements in utilization of rolling stock and 


reductions in capital investment. 


From a planning point of view, the Malvern line 
could be used to support the planned growth in the 
east. This is particularly true in the case of the 
new development at Malvern and in connection with 
the airport related developments at Cedarwood 
(which would require extending the route beyond 


Malvern). 


The short term potential of this route is fairly 


low in relation to Georgetown, but with the planned 
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growth of population in the east it has a 
relatively high potential for the medium and 
long term future. As studies of ground access 
for the Pickering Airport proceed, possibilities 
for integrated airport access services with 
commuter rail services on this line may be 
developed. A sharing of the cost of capital 
improvements between airport users and commuter 
traffic would result in a reduction in the unit 
capital costs on this service thereby improving 


its cost effectiveness considerably. 


As in the case of the Streetsville service, there 
are two options for downtown terminals on this line. 
Here however, the choice of a Union Station or North 
Toronto terminal is expected to have little effect 
on patronage estimates since there is little 
competition between the Malvern and Lakeshore East 


routes. 


In summary therefore, investment in limited peak 
period services on the Richmond Hill, Malvern, and Georgetown 
routes appear to be reasonably effective in terms of potential 
demand, unit costs and subsidy requirements. The western half 
of the CP route to Streetsville appears to have less potential 
in the short term(except as an option to increasing Lakeshore 
West capacity), and is particularly sensitive to the choice of 
a downtown terminal location. For full services, the Georgetown 
and Malvern lines both appear attractive. Experience gained in 
operating the limited services on the Georgetown route will provide 


a reasonable basis for considering expansions in service frequency. 
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Ultimately, expanding the service on the CP route to Malvern 
would appear reasonable, given the growth objectives for both 
airport and non-airport related activities. The Richmond Hill 
route would appear to have little requirement for off-peak 


service, given the competition afforded by the subway system. 


It must be emphasized that decisions relating to 
the provision of new commuter rail services should not be made 
in isolation of other elements of the total transportation 
system. Unilateral decisions by tndependent agenctes wtth 
respect to any one mode of publte transportation can be tncon- 
ststent with comprehenstve plans for transportation and plans 
for the integratton and co-ordination of all modes. Commuter 
rail services should not compete with other transit services, 
except where it is intended to provide additional capacity 
or relief; nor should they be planned without consideration of 
their interface with other modes and the need to adequately 


integrate with feeder and distribution systems. 
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